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PROCLUS’ 
IIPOKAOY 


COMMENTARY ON PLATO’S PARMENIDES 
TON ΕΙΣ TON ΠΛΑΤΩ͂ΝΟΣ ΠΑΡΜΕΝΙΔΗΣ 


BOOK 7 
BIBAION EBAOMON 


Parmenides: And indeed , being Such, It will certainly with more reason , exist nowhere , 
Και μὴν ον τοιοῦτον av YE ETL EIN οὐδαμοῦ : 
for it will neither exist In-Another , nor In-Itself . 


yap QV OVTE ElN AVOAAAW οὔτε EV EAUTO. 
Aristotle: How so ? 


πῶς δη ; 


The discussion moves on to Another Order of Beings ; to The Summit of Those Gods 
1134 0 λογος Μετεισιν εφ’ ετεραν ταξιν τὴν ἀκροτητα τῶν θεῶν 
characteristically called Intellectual , and the argument denies This Order of The One , by showing that 
ιδιῶς καλουμενῶν νοερῶν, καὶ αποφασκει ταῦτην TOL EVOG, δεικνὺς ὡς 

The One is nowhere , neither as being contained in another cause , nor as being comprehended by itself 

TO EV οὐδαμοῦ, οὔτε MCG TEPLEXOMEVOV EV QAAN αἴτια, οὔτε ὡς MEPLEYOLEVOV Ld’ αὐτοῦ 
and being itself of itself. But before he enters upon the necessary chain of formal argumentation , he has 
καὶ OV avTO cavtov. de IIpitv αψεται τῆς AvayKNS TOV συλλογισμῶν, 
once again announced in advance the conclusion , by employing intellectual insights , prior to knowledge 

παλιν προανεκηρυξε TO συμπερᾶάσμα χρώμενος ταῖς νοεραῖς ἐπιβολαῖς προ τῶν επισ-- 

based approaches , and this is also how he will always proceed in all the subsequent steps (but that he is 
THLOVIKOV EGOSOV , καὶ ODTWOL KAL QEL MOUNOEL ETL παντῶν τῶν εφεξης (SE OTL 
beginning on another order , he has made sufficiently clear to us both by the phrase θὰ even more” 
αρχεται AT AAANS ταξεῶς ; QVESELEATO UKAV@G ἡμῖν και δια TOD Tl 
and “being Such”) ; for how could That which has been shown to be Beyond All The Middle ea 
KQLOV τοιοῦτον); πῶς AV το αποδεδειγμᾶνον ETEKELVA TAVTOV τῶν μεσῶν γενῶν 
in The Gods and of The Intelligible and Intellectual Order , still be the participant in any of The 
EV τοις θεοις TE τῆς VONTNS καὶ vospac ταξεῶς ETL μετάσχοι τινος τῶν 
Intellectual Orders or of The Summit of The Intellectual Orders ? Surely then , That which is Transcen- 

VOEPOV Ὦ της AKPOTNTOG τῶν νοερῶν ; γοῦν Το 
dent over more Divine Causes will without a doubt far more Surpass those that are subsequent to These . 
EENPNUEVOV TOAAM TOVOELOTEPOV αἰτιῶν δηπου μαλλον EkBEBNKE TOV εφεξης TETAYLEVOV τοιοῦτος. 
And on the one hand , so much concerning the whole order of the discussion , according as it follows 
Και μεν ταῦτα περι τῆς ολῆς ταξεῶς τοῦ λογοῦυ κατακολούυθοῦντος 
the order of these concerns . But once again on the other hand , when some say that Plato is contradicting 
TY TAEEL TOV πραγματῶν : παλιν δὲ οταν λεγῶσιν τον Πλατῶνα αντιλξγειν 
the Parmenidean One found in the poems , we do not accept their argument. For on the one hand , 
τῷ Παρμενιδειῶὼ EVL τῷ EV τοις ποιημασι, οὐκ ἀαποδεξομεθα TOV λογον. yap μεν 
Parmenides says about his own One , that 

EKELVOG λξγει περι KAO’ EALTO TOD EVOG , OTL 

Thus It remains The Same in The Same , and Reposes/Abides/Rests by Itself ; 
δ᾽ μιῖμνει Ταῦτον εν ταῦτω,, TE κειται καθ᾽’ Eavto : 


In this way , It Remains Stead-fast on the spot ; for Strong Necessity ; 


Ovtws μενξι éeumedov αὐθι : yap κρατερὴ aAvayKH 
That which Confines It All The Way ‘Round , Holds It in The Bonds of Limit . 


TO EEPYEL μιν αμφις ἔχξι ev δεσμοισιν Πειρατος.. 
For which reason , if it is Lawful to say , Being cannot be incomplete . 


Tovvekev , διθεμις ειπεῖν, τοῖον οὐκ ατελεῦτον. 
Frag 8, 29-32 


But , as these statements also clearly show , these are philosophical descriptions of Being and not 
AAW’ , ὡς ALTAL AL ρησεις καὶ δηλουσιν, ταῦτα φιλοσοῴφει περι TOV OVTOG καὶ οὐ 
of The One ; which characteristics will surely also be affirmed of That Entity in the second hypothesis , 
MEPL TOD EVO : a δὴ και KATAPNOEL περι EKELVOD ἡ δεύτερα ὑποθεσις, 
where Being is entwined-together with The One . Therefore , if in these statements he demonstrates that 
TO OV συμπλεκοῦσα μετὰ TOD EVOG . ovv Εἰ ὃν TOUTOIG αποδεικνυται 
it is The One that both does not have Limit and is not situated anywhere , neither In-Itself nor in-Another , 
1135 to ev και οὐκ EYOV TEPAG καὶ μὴ Κκειμεένον TOD, UNTE EV EALT@ UNT’ EV AAAD, 
then these statements are not a refutation of The Philosophy of Parmenides , but leaves That Philosophy 
ταῦτα EOTL οὐκ ελεγχος τῆς φιλοσοφιας Παρμενιδου.. AAA’ μενούσης δκεινής 
as It Stands , and adds to It a Higher Sense . Therefore on the one hand , we define these statements 
προσθεσις τῆς ὑπερτερας. OvV Lev διοριζομεν ταῦτα 
in this way , but on the other hand , one must remember that we use the term nowhere in its strictest and 
Ταυτη : δὲ Ὁπομνήστεον OTL AEYOLEV το οὐδάμου κυριώτατα και 
simplest sense , in reference to The Primary Cause . For on the one hand , The Soul is also often said to 
OTAWSG δπι τῆς πρώτης αἴτιας . γὰρ LIEV ἡ WoYN και πολλακις Λεγεται 
be nowhere , and especially , The Non-relative Soul ; for surely It is not possessed by any of those that are 
οὐδαμοῦ, καὶ διαφεροντῶς ἡ ἀσχετος :yap δη KQTEYETAL ὑπὸ οὐδενος τῶν 
secondary , nor is Its Energy confined by any relation , as if It were bound through some relation 
SELTEPOV , οὐδὲ αὑτῆς ἡ EVEPYELA TEPLELPYETAL δια τίνος σχεσεῶς, καθαπερ δεδομενῆς τινι σχεσει 
to those that are subsequent to It . Then on the other hand , Intellect is also said to be nowhere ; for 
προς TO μετα ταῦτην. δε ο νοὺς Kal Λεξγεται ειναι οὐδαμοῦ : γὰρ 
It is equally everywhere , and It is equally Present to all , far more (than Soul) and through this kind 
EOTLV ομοιῶς πανταχοῦ, καὶ εξ τσοὺ παρεστιν πασι : TOAAM μᾶλλον και δια τῆς τοιαῦτης 
of Presence , It is not contained in any of those that participate of It. And God is said to be nowhere , 
TMOPOVOLAG κατεχξεται EVODLOEVL τῶν μετεχοντῶν αὐτου. και θεος Λεγεται ειναι οὐδαμοῦ, 
since He Transcends All , since He is Unparticipated , since He is Superior to all commonality and 
OTL EENPNTAL παντῶν, OTL ἐστιν ἀμεθεκτος, OTL EOTLKPELTTMV TAOS κοινώνιας και 
to all relation and with all coordination to others . Therefore on the one hand , each of these statements are 


TOONS OYEDEWS καὶ MAONS OLVTAEEWS προς TA ἀλλα. οὐν μὲν EKQOTA TOLTMV οπερ 

correctly said about The Three Ruling Underlying Realities , but on the other hand , the term nowhere is 

ορθῶς ELMOV περι τῶν τριῶν APYLKAV ὑποστασεῶν, αλλ᾽ TOD οὐδαμοῦ 

not used in the same way , in all cases. For on the one hand , The Soul is nowhere among those that are 
οὐχ O AVTOG τροπος ETL TAVTOV . yop μὲν Ψυχὴ ουδαμου τῶν 

subsequent to It , but on the other hand , It is not nowhere in the absolute sense ; for It is both Entirely 
μετ’ αὑτην, αλλ’ οὐχ οὐδαμοῦ ONAWS : YAP EOTL καὶ TAVTMG 


In-Itself , as being Self-moved , and It is in Its Own Cause ,, since It is also , Everywhere , The Cause 


EV EALTN ὡς AVTOKLVITOG , καὶ EV TY EALTNS TY αἴτια, ἐπειδὴ καὶ πανταχοῦ TO αἴτιον 
that Contains The Potential Power of Its own Perfection and Comprehends It Unitarily . And on the other 


TPOELAN bE τὴν δυναμιν τοῦ αποτελξσματος καὶ περιειληφεν EVOELS@G: καὶ δὲ 
td 


hand , Intellect Itself is nowhere among those that are subsequent to It ; and since It is In-Itself , It is 
νοὺς avtos ovdapov TOV μετ’ αὕτον: καὶ ETMEL EOTLV EV EALTO 
Self-Subsistent ,and furthermore Intellect is indeed Contained by Its Own Cause , and if on the one hand , 
αὐθυποστατος, KO ETL YE TEPLEYETAL ὑπο τῆς οἴκειας αἰτίας, El μεν 
you wish to speak in theological terms , by The Paternal Cause ; for every Intellect is an Intellect of 
βουλει φαναι θεολογικῶς, τῆς πατρικῆς : γὰρπας νοὺς EOTL νοὺς 
The Father , The One , The Father of The Whole , The Other of The Father of Its Own Triad : at any rate 
TMOTPOG , O HEV TATPOG τοῦ OAOD ,_ ο δὲετοῦ πατρος τῆς οἰκειας τριᾶαδος: γοῦν 
Intellect is Contained by The Father ; but on the other hand , if you wish not to describe It in this way ; 
O VOLG TEPLEYETOL ὑπο TOD TATPOG : δε δι BODAEL οὐχι KATA τοῦτον τον τροπον, 
then because every Intellect strives towards The One, and is held within The One ; for this reason also , 
αλλ᾽ OTL TAG νοὺς EMLETAL TOD EVOG,KOL KPOATEITALEVTM@EVL, 51 TOUTO και 
it is false to state that The Intellect is nowhere . Thus only The One is nowhere in the Absolute sense ; for 
ψεῦδος φαναι τον νοῦν οὐδαμοῦ. δὲ Μονον τοὸὲν Ἔστιν οὐδαμοῦ αἀπλὼς :yap 
It is neither in Those that are subsequent to It , insofar as It is Transcendent over all , since this is indeed 
EOTLV OLTE δεν τοις μετ αὐτο, ATE EENPNLEVOV ATO TAVTOV , γε 
not in any way the case with Intellect nor with Soul , which are The Archetypal Sources after The One ; 
1136 οὐδ οπου 0 νοὺς οὐδὲ ἡ ψυχη, αι αρχαι μετα το EV: 
nor is The One In-Itself , insofar as It is Simple and Non-receptive of all multiplicity ; nor is It in that 
οὔτε EV EALTO , LTE OV ANAODV καὶ αδεκτον παντος TANBOLG: OLTE EV τῷ 
which is prior to It , because nothing is superior to The One . Accordingly then , This is That which is 
προ αὕτου, διοτι μηδὲν EOTL KPELTTOV TOD EVOG: apa τοῦτο το 

Absolutely Nowhere , whereas all other Sources have to be nowhere in a secondary way , and 50, in one 
αἀπλὼς OLVSaLLOD , d& TOATAVTA CAAA EXEL TOOLSAHOD SELTEPWG , KAL LEV 
way They are nowhere , but in another way They are not. For if you wish to survey The Whole Order 
TMG EOTLV OLVdaHOD , δὲ TMG στιν οὐκ.γαρ ει εθελησεις DEMPNoat THV πασαν TAELV 
of Real-Beings , on the one hand , you will see that The Ideas in matter are solely in-others and are 

TOV OVTOV , LIEV OWEL TO ELON] TA EVLA OVTO HOVOV EV αλλοις KOLOVTO 
of-others , and established in certain underlying-reality ; but on the other hand , physical-natures , are 
QAA@V , καὶ ESPACOMEVA EV τισιν ὑποκειμξνοις: δε τας φύσεις, μὲν 
also in-others (for they descend into bodies and are in ἃ way , in-a-subject) , yet they already 
και EV αλλοις (YAP ταῦτας δυνοῦυσι KATH TOV GHLATWV καὶ εἰσιν πῶς EV DIOKELLEVO), μέντοι NON 
bear some echo and image of That which Subsists In-Itself , insofar as they already possess some form 


φερουσας τι ATNYNUA καὶ εἰδῶλον τοῦ EVEAQLT@, καθοσον ηδη τινες 
of life and essence/substance ; and when one part of themselves has some experience , they all equally 
ζῶσαι και ODOLAL . καὶ EVOGHOPLOD εαῦταις τινος πάσχοντος συμ- 
share the experience ; and then souls in relationships (that inhabit the body) , insofar as they are in ἃ 
-πασχουσι > δὲ τας ψυχας EV σχξσει , Οῶςμὲν εχοῦυσας 
relation , are also in-another (for these relations themselves that are directed towards those that are 
σχεσιν, και EVAAAM (yap ταῦτας ἡ σχξσις ἡ αὑτῇ προς τὰ 


secondary in every way involve being in-another) , yet insofar as they are able to turn towards themselves 
SELTEPA παντῶς OLVELOMEPEL TO EV AAAW),S5EKABDOGOV δύνανται  EMLOTPEMELV εἰς εαῦτας 
they are more purely in-themselves (for physical-natures direct all their activity about bodies , 

ovoas καθαρῶωτερον EV εαῦταις (YAP μὲν AL φύσεις OLVTELVOLOL πασαν EVEPYELAV περι TA σώματα, 
and whatever they may do , they do to another ; whereas souls exercise some of their energies in relation 


και OTEP AN ποιοῦσιν, ποιοῦσιν εἰς αλλο, δε αἵ ψυχαι χρῶνται LEV τῶν EVEPYELAV περι 
to the body , but on the other hand , other energies are directed to themselves and through these energies 
TO σῶμα δὲ ταῖς EVEPYODOL εις εαῦτας καὶ 
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they are converted to themselves) ; whereas non-related souls are already in-themselves , and on the one 
ENLOTPEMOVOL προς εαῦτας):: δὲ τας MOYETOLG non EV αὑταῖς, KOL LEV 
hand , are no longer in-others that are secondary , but on the other hand , they are in-another that is Prior 
οὐκ ετι EV GAAOLG τοις SEDTEPOIG , δὲ οὔσας δναλλῶ TH προ 
to them ; for on the one hand , being in-another is twofold , one kind , being subordinate to the condition 
αὐτῶν : γὰρ LEV TO EV GAA@ d1Y OC TO MEV KOTASEEOTEPOV τῷ σχξσιν 
of That which is In-Itself , by having to be related to those that are secondary , the other , is Superior to 
TOD EV EALTO , EYELV προς TO devtepa , To δὲ KPELTTOV 
being In-Itself , and the former extends as far as souls that subsist in relation to bodies , whereas the latter 
non , KOKELVO HEV μεχρι τῶν ψυχῶν EV σχεξσει τοῦτο ὃξ 
begins only with Divine and generally with Those that Subsist without habitude ; and which Souls , on the 
αἀρχξεται μονον ATO TOV DELWV και OAS QOYETOV ᾿: και οις 
one hand , Subsist in That which is Prior ; for all subsist in their own Causal Sources , or otherwise they 
μεν υπαρχξι TO προτερον : YAP παντα EOTLV EV τοις EALTOV αἴτιοις, n 
would not exist , had they had gone forth completely (separated) from their Causes ; for on the other hand , 
αν οὐκ £1) EKMOLTHOAVTA TEAEWC τῶν αἰτιῶν : γὰρ og 
the former condition has made those souls which are secondary deficient of power . Or is it not necessary 
TO TMPOTEPOV = EMOLEL οις το δεύτερον δλλειψις δυναμξῶς : ἢ οὐκ αναγκῆη 
that if a Cause exists among the lowest , then it should also subsist among The First ? Surely then , Divine 
ELVOL EV τοις EOYATOIG καὶ οὐσαν EV τοις πρώτοις 5 γοῦν Ταςθειας 
Souls Subsist only in Those which are Prior to Them ; such as Intellects in Those on which They depend . 
ψυχας E1VAL μονον EV τοῖς προ αὐτῶν. οἷον τοις VOIG EV ὧν εξεχονται: 
Then furthermore , The Intellect is both In-Itself and in That which is Prior to It , ] mean The Father , and 
1137 δὲ λοιπῶν τοννοῦν TE EVEALTM@KALEV TO TpO avtTov, AEyY@ πατρι και 
if you wish , The Power of the Father ; for up to this point everything has this characteristic of being 
ει βούλει, τη δυνάμει τοῦ πατρος :γὰρ αἀχρι παντὰ EXEL τούτου το 
in-another , but as for The Father Himself , how would He have it ? Whether Intellect is only In-Itself , 
EV GAAD , δὲ QDVTOG πῶς αν eyo. ; Ποτερον εστιν μονον év εαῦτῳω 
or is also in-another , must be considered later on , when we speak about Self-Substantiation (ET 40-51) . 
και EVOAAW, OKENTEOV μετὰ ταῦτα , OMOTAV λεγῶμεν περι TOD ALOLTOOTATOD 
So then , on the one hand , the expression nowhere (for this is the subject we must look into) would 
TOLWDV LEV το οὐδαμοῦ (YAP τοῦτο ἣν προκξιμξνον KATLOELV) OV 
in no way apply to those that are in-another (surely then this nowhere , is by no means inferior to That 
οὐδαμῶς LUMAPYOL τοις EYOLOL TO EVAAAM@( SN τοῦτο καταδεεστερον τοῦ 
which subsists In-Itself) ; for how will That which is Nowhere , harmonize with those that are in another , 
το EV EAVTO) : YAP πῶς αν TO οὐδαμοῦ εφαρμοσει τοις γεγονοσιν μὲν EV AAA@ 
when it conflicts with being in anything at all? But to Those that have a Subsistence In-Themselves , 
HOY OLEVOV τὼ ὃν τινι ; δὲ τοῖς το EXODOLV EV εαῦτῳ 
That being Superior to that which subsists in-another , being nowhere is also present , but not Absolutely ; 
EKELVO κρεῖττον TOD EV AAA@ , LIEV παρεστι , AAA’ OLY ATAMS : 
for each of them subsist in their own Causal Sources . Thus , This Nowhere only belongs to The One , 
γὰρ EKOOTH στι EV ταῖς EALTMV ταῖς aITIAIG: δὲ TO οὐδαμοῦ HOV® LTAPYEL TH EVI 
Primally and Absolutely ; for It is neither in those that are subsequent to It , for that is not Lawful ; nor 
πρωτῶς καὶ OTAMG: γὰρ οὔτε. EV τοις μετ’ αὐτο, YAP ov Oeics : οὔτε 
in that which is prior to It , for there is no such thing ; nor in-itself , for that is not Its nature ; the one , 
δν τῷ προαῦτου.,, γὰρ EOTIV Οὐ ᾿: οὔτε EV EALTO@, yap οὐ πεφῦκε: το μὲν 
because It is Non-relative , the other , because It is The Most Primal , and the third , because It is Solely 
OTL QOYETOV , το δὲ οτι πρώτιστον, το δε OTL ἐστιν μονῶς 
One ; so that It is Nowhere . (εν, ὥστε οὐδαμοῦ .) 


This then on the one hand, is in every way true. But on the other hand , 


Tovto ovv LEV πανταπασιν AANVEs : δὲ 
after this we must inquire into the expression everywhere , as to whether it is superior and more perfect 


UETA TODTO  CNTNTEOV το πανταχοῦ πόοτερον EOTL κρεῖττον και TEAELOTEPOV 
than nowhere , or whether it is inferior . For if it is superior , on the one hand , then why do we not assign 
Tov ovdapov ἡ KaTAdEEOTEpOV . yap Εἰ κρεῖττον μεν δια τι μη ATOVELOLEV 
that which is superior to The Primal , whereas we have given It the characteristic of being nowhere , thus 


TO KPELTTOV TO TPOTO , δὲ δεδώκαμὲν το οὐδαμοῦ, αλλα 
we simply say that It is Nowhere ? But if on the other hand , it is inferior , how could it not be better for 


LOVOV φαμὲν OTL εστι οὐδαμοῦ; Εἰ δε καταδεέστερον, πῶς οὐκ ἀμεινον ETL 
This not to Energize Providentially than to Energize Providentially ? For on the one hand , That which 


TODTOD LN TO TPOVOELV TOD προνοξιν ; yap Lev TO 
Energizes Providentially is present to all those that merit Providence ; whereas on the other hand , that 


TPOVOODV παρεστι πασι τοις αξιουμξνοιῖς TNS προνοιας : δὲ το 
which does not Energize Providentially is not compelled to be anywhere among those that are secondary . 

un MPOVOODV διηναγκασται ειναι οὐδαμοῦ τῶν δευτερῶν 
Perhaps then , the expression everywhere has two senses ; the one sense , when it is considered in relation 


Μήποτε ovv το AsyOLEVOV πανταχοῦ SUTTOV , TO μὲν AEyYOLEVOV ὡς προς 
to those that are subsequent to it , as when we say that Providence is present everywhere because It is 


TO μετ᾽ αὐτο, WC OTAV φῶμεν τὴν TPOVOLAV TAPELVAL πανταχοῦ τῶ 
absent from none of those that are secondary , but Preserves and Holds-together and Orders everything , 


αποστατειν UNSEVOG τῶν SELTEPOV ,αλλα OMCELV και σύνεχξιν καὶ διακοσμειν TAVTO 
Infusing through them The Participation of Its Gifts ; the other sense , is that which refers to everything ; 
διηκουσαν δι᾽ αὐτῶν τῇ μξεταδοσει ᾿: το O€ ως προς παντα 
both those that are prior to Itself , and those that are subsequent to Itself. Certainly then , This is 

TO προ αὐτοῦ καὶ τὰ μετ’ αὐτο. γοῦν τοῦτο EOTIV 
everywhere in the proper sense , which is both in those that are secondary and in-itself and in those that 


1138 πανταχοῦ Κυριῶὼς , ο ἔστι και EV τοῖς δεῦτεροις KOALEVEALTM καὶ δὲν τοις 
are prior to itself , because it is also in the proper sense all of these ; and it is of this sense of everywhere 


προ αὕτου, διοτι EOTL καὶ κυριῶς πανταταῦτα: καὶ τούτου TOD πανταχοῦ 
that the nowhere that is now being assumed is a negation , it is clear that it is neither in-itself , nor in 


TO οὐδαμοῦ TO VOV παρειλήμμενον EOTL ATOOAOLG , δηλοῦν TO OV UNTE EV EALTM NTE EV 
that which is prior to it , and this sense , Nowhere is Superior to everywhere and is The Special-Honor 


τῷ TMPOALTOD, KOALTOLTO TO οὐδαμοῦ κρεῖττον TOD παντάχοῦ καὶ δξαιρετον 
of The One Alone . But there is another sense of nowhere that is coordinate with everywhere , which 


TOD EVOG HOVOD. δὲ EOTL Adio μηδαμοῦ TO GLOTOLYOV TH TAVTAYOD , ο 
we are accustomed to apply only to those that are secondary , of which both of them are true by virtue of 


εἰώθαμεν ἄλξγεινμονον προς τὰ SEvtEepa_ , ὧν EKOTEPOV EOTLAANVEG δια 
the other ; for example , Being is nowhere , because It is everywhere ; for that which is held-fast by some 


τολοιπον: γαρ TO OV OLSALLOD , διοτι TOATAYOD : YAP TO KPATODUEVOV ὑπο τινος 
place is in something , whereas that which is equally present to everything is nowhere exclusively ; 


τοποὺ EOTL EV TIVL, δὲ το ομοιῶς TAPOV πασιν ἔστιν οὐδαμοῦ αφώρισμενος, 
and in turn , because it is nowhere , for this reason it is everywhere ; for by being equally exempt 


καὶ παλιν διοτι οὐδαμοῦ, δια τοῦτο πανταχοῦ :γὰρ δια ομοιῶὼς εξηρησθαι 
from all , it is equally present to all , by being as it were , equally distant from all . Therefore on the one 


παντῶν OLOLMG παρεξστιν TAOLV , οἷον ECLOOL αφεστῶς TOV TAVTOV . οῦν μεν 
hand , these meanings are coordinate with each other , but on the other hand , that other meaning of 


Ταῦτα σύστοιχα αλληλοις : δὲ TO §KELVO 
td 
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nowhere is superior to all meanings of everywhere and can only be harmonized to The One , as being 


μηδαμοῦ KPELTTOV TAVTOG TOD πανταχοῦ καὶ δυνάμενον LOVOV εφαρμοζειν TO EVI, 
the negation of every sense of being in-something. For whether it is said to be as in a place , or as being 


ATOPACIG τοῦ MAVTOG δεν τινι. yap Ete λέγοις το ὡς EV TOND, ELTE TO ὡς 

in a whole, or as being a whole in its parts , or as being in the end , or as those that are governed , are 
EVOAM, εἴτε TO ὡς OAOV EV LEPEOLV , ELITE TO WGEVTEAEL, ELTE TO ὡς TA τῶν APYOLEVOV 

governed in the governing source , or as the genus in its species , or as the species in their genera , or 


δν τῷ ἄρχοντι ,ξιτε ὡς γενος εν δξἰδεσιν, εἰτε ὡς ELON ὃν γένεσιν, ELTE 
as being in time , all these senses are equally Exempt from The One . For neither is there any place 


ὡς EV XYPOV@ , παντῶν TOLTAV ομοιὼς ξξηρηται TOEV : YAP οὔτε EOTL τοπος 
that contains The One , in order that The One may not appear as a multitude , nor is there some whole 


MEPLEKTLKOG τοῦ EVOG, va TOEV. UNnavadavn πληθος :ovtTE ἔστι τι OAOV 
that contains The One ; for It is not a part of anything , so that it may not by being a part , also be in 
περιλήπτοκον [τοῦ EVvOG] : γὰρ EOTL οὐδὲ μερος τινος, IVa EN ον μερος καὶ ἢ ὃν 

the whole , which whole , is passive to (The Active Agency of) The One ; for every whole that is passive 
TO OAQ, ο EOTL πεπονθος το EV :γαρ παν ολον πεπονθε 
to The One, is also in need of The Truly One, since it is itself not truly one ; nor is The One Itself 


TO EV , EOTL καὶ EMLOEES TOLD ὡς ἀληθῶς EVOG ὡς EVUTAPYOV ALTO μη αληθες : οὔτε ἐστιν ALTO 
in its parts , for It does not have any part , being Partless ; nor is anything else Its end , for It has been 
EV μερεσιν : YAP οὐδξ EYEL μερος, OV ἀμερες : οὐδὲ εστι τι ἀλλο αὐτοῦ TEAOG, Yap 
shown to have no end whatsoever ; nor as in the governing source , for It has been shown to have 
SESELKTAL EYOV TEAOG μηδαμῶς : OLTEM@GEV τῷ APyovtt. , yap δεδεικται EXOV 

no beginning at all ; nor as a genus in its species , in order that Multitude in turn , should not result in 


TWO ἀρχὴν μηδαμῶς : οὐτξ ὡς YEVOG EV ELOEOLV , IVA πλῆθος παλιν μη συμβη 
regards to It by the encompassing of the species , nor as a species in its genus ; for of what species 


περι αὐτο δια τὴν MEPLOYNV τῶν ELOM@V: οὔτε ὡς E150C EV γενει : γαρ τινος ξιδος 
will It be , since nothing is Superior to It ? Nor does It Subsist as in Time , [for that which is in time] is 


1139 εσται, UESEVOS OVTOG KPELTTOVOG ALTOD ; OLTE ὡς ὃν YPOVO, [γὰρ TO OV EV χρῶνω)] ἔστι 
a multitude ; thus it will be shown not to partake of Time . Accordingly then , The One is Superior to all 


πλῆθος: ovv δειχθησεται Unde WETEYOV YPOVOD . apa TO €vEotl κρειττον Παντῶν 
the ways of being in-something . But if , every way of being in something proves false of The One , then 


TOV τροπῶν τοῦ EvTivi. de Et παν TO εν τινι ψεῦδος 
the corresponding negation , of being Nowhere , is true ; for being in something is the contrary to being 


1] ἀποφασις Tov οὐδαμοῦ αληθης: yap το EV TIL QVTLKELTAL τῷ 
nowhere , just as some-one is also surely opposed to no-one , so that The One will be nowhere . 


OvLdQLLOD , καθαπερ TO τις και on TM οὐδεις, ὥστε TOEV AVEIN ουὐδαμου. 
Therefore on the one hand , so much for that . But on the other hand , to sum up once again , 
οῦν μεν τοιοῦτον EOTL Τουτο. δὲ Παλιν 
he divides being in something into two ; into both being In-Itself and being in-another , by taking up 
διαῖρει TO OV EV τινι διχῶς, ElG TE TOEVEALTM και TOEVAAAD , δια παραλαβὼν 
these distinctions , in order that , if indeed he shows that The One can neither be in-itself nor in-another , 


TOUTOV : Wa, εἴπερ επιδειξει TO EV δῦύναμενον μῆητξ ELVAL EV EALTH LNTE αν αλλω, 
he will have shown that It has to be Nowhere. For he says , that if It is in something , then It is either 


δεδειγμενον TO ἔχοι οὐδαμοῦ. yap φησιν, Et εστιν εντινι, enon 
in-itself , or in-another ; but certainly It is neither in-itself nor in-another ; therefore It is not in-anything . 


EV EALTM, NEVAAAW: αλλὰ μὴν OVTE EV εαῦτω οὔτε εν αλλῶ: APO EOTLV OVK EVTILVL: 
But if It is not in-anything absolutely , then It will be nowhere . But having shown this , it will become 


O€ EL μη EVTLVL OAM , av Ein ovdanon . de δειχθεντος Tovtov , φανη-- 
td 
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clear that The One is Transcendent over That Order to which this symbol properly belongs, I mean , 


πσεται TO EV εξηρήημενον κακεινῆς τῆς TACEWS ἡ τοῦτο TO σύμβολον προσήκει, AEYW 
being in-itself and in-another . Then when this has become clear , we will be able to maintain that 


TO EV EQLTM@ καὶ EVAAAM. dE Tovtov MQAVEVTOS , αν ἔχοιμεν οτι 

Intellect cannot be The First Cause ;for Its Proper Characteristic is Being In-Itself and Its Knowing Itself , 
OVOvDG οὐδε TO πρῶτον : YAP ALTA LOLOV TO EV EALTM καὶ TO γινώσκειν EADTOV 
and Its Inclination Towards Itself , which is also Especially Revealed at The Summit of The Intellectual 


1 eT] νεῦσις εις EAVTNV, ἢ και SLAMEPOVTMS EKHAIVETAL TY AKPOTNTL τῶν νοερῶν 
Orders , along with The Turning Towards The First Causes , and The Rite of Entry into Itself , and 


μετα τῆς στροφῆς δις Ta πρῶτα ,καὶ ἢ εισοῦδος εἰς δαῦτην και 
such as , The Convolution of Ousia In-Herself , Who Wishes , to Always both Possess and Embrace 


OLOV TO AYKLAOV τῆς οὐσιας EV EaLTN, BOLAOLEVYS GEL TE κατεχειν καὶ περιλαμβανειν 
Herself . 
EAUTNG . THE ONE : NOWHERE 


OUSIA : EVERYWHERE 
In-Itself : The Monad of The Intellectual Gods 
and Abiding In-Another : The Trancendency of The Intelligible Gods 
Parmenides: For on the one hand , being in another , it would , in a certain way , 
138 yap μεν ον εναλλω αν που 
be circularly comprehended by That in which it is , and would be touched by It in many places ; 


KUKA® TEPLEYOLTO ὑπ᾽ EKELVOD EV ὦ EVEN, καὶ AV ANTOLTO ALTO πολλοις πολλαχοὺυ : 
but on the other hand , it is also impossible , that The One which has no parts , and which 


δὲ και αδυνατον τοῦ EVOG TE καὶ ἀμεροῦς καὶ 
does not participate of the circle , should be touched in ἃ circular way , in many places . 
UN μετεχοντος κυκλου απτεσθαι KUKA® πολλαχη. 


Aristotle: Impossible . (advvatov.) 


On the one hand , the whole conclusion of the subject here presented is something like this . 


1140 LLEV H ολη συμπεράσματος TOV TPOKELMEVOD αποδειξις EOTL τις TOLAUTN : 
The One is neither in-itself nor in-another ; but everything that is in something , is either in-itself or 

TO EV EOTLV οὔτε EV EALUTM οὔτε EV OAAM:5E παν TOOVEV τινι στιν EVEALTAN 
in-another ; accordingly then , The One is in no way in-anything , but that which is in no way in-anything 
EV AAA : apa TO EV EOTLV οὐδαμῶς εν τινι, ὃ TO ον μηδαμῶς EVTIVL 
is Nowhere . But on the other hand , he demonstrates the first of the remaining premises in this way . 


ἔστι ODOQMOD . δὲ αποδεικνυσιῖν τὴν TPOTEPAV Λοιον τῶν TPOTADEWV OLTO : 
The One cannot touch anything at many points ; for that which is in-another , touches that in which it is , 


TO EV SOVATAL απτεσθαι οὐδενος πολλοις : TO EV GAA® απτεταῖι EKELVOD EV ὦ EOTL 
at many points ; accordingly then , The One is not in-another. Again , The One has neither beginning nor 


πολλοις : apa TO EV EOTL οὐδενι EV αλλῶ. Παλιν TOEV EXEL οὔτε ἀρχὴν οὔτε 
end , nor generally is It that which contains or is contained ; but if The One were in-itself , on the one 
TEAEUTHV , OVO’ OAMG EOTL TEPLEYOV καὶ TEPLEXYOHEVOV: δὲ TOEV OVEV EALTO LIEV 
hand , it would possess that which contains , and on the other hand , that which is contained . Accordingly 
εἕει TO περιεχον, δὲ TO περιεχομδνον: apa 
then , The One is not in-itself ; but it has been shown that It is not in-another ; therefore , The One is 
TO EV EOTLV οὐκ EV EQAUTO : δὲ SESELKTAL OTL OVOE EVAAAD: apa TO EV EOTLV 


neither in itself nor in-another . And on the one hand , such are the formal arguments which demonstrate 


οὔτε EV EAUTM OVTE EV AAAW. Kar LEV τοιοῦτοι OL συλλογισμοι αποδεικτικοι 
the subject at hand ; demonstrating to us the object of our search with geometrical force on the basis of 


TOD TPOKELLEVOD , επιδεικνῦντες ἡμῖν το Cn TODELE VOV γεωμετρικῶς απο 
what has been previously agreed . Let us turn then , to the examination of these matters , and let us 

TOV TPOMLOAOYNHEV@V . pEetEAD@pEV de Eni τὴν EGETAOLV TOV TPAYUATOV , KAL 
consider in what way Parmenides says that everything that is in-another is contained in a circular way , 
θεωρησῶμεν πὼς ο Παρμενιδης φησιν παν TO OVEV OAAW περιξεχεσθαι κύκλῳ 
by that in which it is , and touches it , in many ways , at many points . But now of those that came before 
DI’ EKELVOD EV ὦ EOTL, καὶ ἀπτεσθαι αὑτοῦ TOAAGYN πολλοις. de Ηδη τῶν προ 
us , some have taken The One being in-another in a more partial way , by assuming it to mean only 
ἡμῶν, OL μὲν NKODOAV TO EV το EV GAA® LEPUCMTEPOV , AaBovtes μονον 
in a place and in a container , and by adapting the words to these meanings in a reasonable way ; for that 


TO EV TOT καῖ TO EV CYYELW , καὶ EMAPHOOAVTEG τὴν AEELV TOLTOIG ELKOTOG : yop 
which is in a place , touches that place , and that which is in a container , touches the container , and 

TO EV TOTM εφαπτεται TOD TOTOL , καὶ TO EV TO αγγειῶ TOD QYYELOD , καὶ 
it is being contained on every side by it ; for the expression in a circular way is equal to , on every side , 
1141 mepteyetat πανταχοθεν ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ : yap TO KUKA@ EOTL LOOV TO TAVTAYOOEV , 
indicating the function of the container which holds that which is contained within it . This then , is what 


dnAovv SvVALLV τοῦ περιέχοντος EXOVOAV TO TEPLEXOLEVOV EV EALTN. Τοῦτο οὐν Elva 
they say is being demonstrated to us ; that The One is not in a place , if indeed being in a place necessarily 


φασι το δεικνῦύμονον ἡμῖν, οτι TOEV οὐκ ἐντοπῶ., εἴπερ TO μὲν EV τοπῷ δει 
implies being many and touching its container in many places , whereas it is impossible for The One to be 
ELVAL OV πολλα καὶ ἀπτεσθαι EALVTOD TOV περιέχοντος πολλοις, SE ASLVATOV TO EV ELVOL 
Many . And I would add to this , “What is there remarkable , if The One is not ina place ?” For this is 


TOAAG . Καὶ eyoye AV φαιὴν τοῦτο TL θαύῦύμαστον El TOEV UN EVTONM; YAP τοῦτο 
nothing venerable , which belongs even , to partial souls . But that which is being demonstrated should 


οὐδὲν σεμνον, O DTAPYEL και ταῖς HEPLKAIG ψυχαις : GAAG το δεικνύμενον δὃδει 
be The Exclusive Characteristic of The One and of The Causal Source that is Established Above All 


DLTAPYELV  EGALPETOV τῷ EVL και TH αἴτια τὴ ὑπεριδρύμξνη τῶν παντῶν 
Beings . Then others , looking at the matters at hand , have stated that he is denying every sense of being 


ovtov. de Ou βλεποντες εἰς TA πράγματα ειρηκασιν ὡς ANOMACKETAL παν TO OV 
in-something of The One , and they stated it correctly ; for The One is not in any way in-something , as it 


EV τινι TOD EVOG, καὶ ειρηκασιν ορθὼς ; YAP TO EV οὐδαμῶς EVTLVL , OC 
was said by us earlier . But how are we still to harmonize/adapt the words with the various ways of being 
ELPNTAL TAP’ ἡμῶν προτερον. AAAG πὼς ETL εφαρμοσομεν τὴν λεξιν τοις πολλοις τροποις ODOL 
in-something ? For the point is said to be in the line , clearly as being in-another ; and since the point is 
EV τινι ; YAP TO σημεῖον AEYETALL ELVALL EV TY YPOLLN , δηλον ὡς EVAAAM: KO YAP ONLELOV 
one thing , but the line is another , and seeing that the point is in-another it is not for this reason contained 
μεν αλλο, SE γραμμὴ AAAO , καὶ δπειδη EOTL EVQAAM οὐκ δια TOLTO TEPLEYETAL 
on all sides by the line and touch the line at many of its parts . Surely then , on the one hand , 


πανταχοθεν ὑπο TNS YPAULNS καὶ AMTETAL TNS γραμμῆς πολλοις EADTOD μερεσιῖν. δη καὶ μὲν 
it may indeed be said , in answer to this , that although the line does not circularly contain the point 


Εστι ἁπανταν λέγοντες προς τοῦτο OTL ELKAL ἡ γραμμὴ μη περιέχει το σημξῖον 
according to interval , yet it comprehends it in another way ; for it embraces its characteristics ; for 


διαστηματικῶς, αλλα MEPLEYEL ALTO AAAOV TPOTOV : YAP TEPLEYEL αὐτοῦ τας ιδιοτητας : γὰρ 
the point is only a limit , whereas the line is both a limit and something else , being a breathless length . 


TO ONMELOV EOTL LOVOV TEPAC , δε ἢ γράμμη καὶ περᾶας καὶ TL αλλ οὔσα αἀπλατες μηκος 
rt 
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And the point has no extension , since the line is both un-extended , and is extended , in another way . 
καὶ TO σημειον ἀδιάστατον, AAAG καὶ ἡ γραμμη και αδιαστατον, καὶ SLADTATOV αλλαχοὺ : 
And generally since the point is not the same as The One, it is necessary that the point should be many , 
και γὰρ OAWGS , EMEL ONMELOV EOTLOD ταῦτον καὶ ἕν, αναγκῆη TO ONMELOV ειναι πολλα 
not as having spatially distinct parts , for in this respect it is partless , but as having a multitude of 
οὐχ ὡς εχον SLAGTHUATIKMS HEPN , γὰρ TALTH αμερες, AAA’ ὡς πλειονας 
characteristics , from which it is composed , and in this way have the relation of parts , and which the line 
LOLOTHTAG αὕὔτου συμπληρῶτικας καὶ διὰ τοῦτο EXOLOASG λογον μερῶν, ACG ἡγραμμη 
comprehending , it may be said to touch the point in many places . But that the point and The One are not 
περιεχοῦσα AV AEYOLTO συναπτεσθαι TO σημειὼ KATA TOAAG . δὲ OTL ONMELOV καὶ EV EOTL οὐ 
the same is clear ; for The One is The Archetypal Source of All , whereas the other is only the source of 
ταῦτον, δηλον : γὰρ TO HEV apyn TOVTOV , το O€ LLOVOV 
magnitudes ; thus the point is not prior to The One . And since The Monad is One , so also is That One 
1142 μεγεθῶν : GAA’ TO ONLELOV οὐδὲ TPO TOL EVOG: καὶ γὰρ ἢ μονας EV και το 
(The Now) in Partless Time . Therefore on the one hand , it remains that the point is subsequent to The One 
EV TO QLEPEG YPOVM. ODV μεν Λειπεται TO σημεῖον ELVOL μετα TO ὃν 
and partakes of The One, so that it is also not-One , but on the other hand , if this is so , then there is 
καὶ LETEXELV TOD EVOG , MOTE EOTLV και οὐχ EV: δὲ ει τοῦτο, 
nothing to prevent the point , from having many incorporeal characteristics which are also present in the 
οὐδεν κωλύεται » 8δχον πολλας ἀσώματουῦυς LOLOTHTAG AL εἰσι καὶ εν τῇ 
line , and to be contained by it. Therefore , on the one hand , we can answer every difficulty in this way , 
γραμμη, καὶ περιέχεσθαι vm’ ALTNG.OLV μεν δύνατον ATAVTAV Ovt@ , 
but that does not join together our view of how Plato took the sense of being in-something , and what 
αλλ’ εστι οὐκ συνορῶντος οπῶς ο TThatov ελαβε το εν τινι καὶ τι 
Order of Beings he is looking to when he denies this characteristic of The One. Therefore it is better , 
TOV OVT@V βλεπῶν αποφασκει τοῦτο TOD EVOG . ovv Apetvov, 
by following the lead of my own father (Syrianos) , to proceed along that most mindful and safest road , 
ὡς DLONYELTAL ἡμξτερος οπατήηρ, κατ’ EKELVNV τὴν ELMOPOVEOTATHV καὶ AOMAAEGTATHV OSOV , 
and say that here , he is denying of The One , that which is affirmed of The One Being in the second , 
λεγειν ταῦτα αὑτον ATMOPAGKELV TOD EVOG, A KATAPAOKETAL TOL EVOG OVTOG EV τῇ OETEPA , 
and he is denying it in the same way that it is affirmed there , and surely one should also see the meaning 
και ATOPACKELV οὐτῶς ὡς καταφασκεταῖ EV EKELVOIG, καὶ dH και θεώρειν το τοιοῦτον 
of being in-another, such as the philosopher is clearly taking it to mean in That Place . Thus , he is clearly 
EVAAAM, OlOV οφιλοσοφος εστιν δηλος λαμβανῶν EV EKELVOIG. οὖν Ladw> 
revealing a Certain Order of The Gods There , and says that It is In-Itself and In-Another , insofar as 
EKOOLVOV τινα ταξιν θεῶν EKEL, καὶ φησιν αὑτην ειναι EV ξεαῦτη καὶ EV ἀαλλω, καθο 
It is in ἃ way both Turned Towards Itself Intellectually while It also Abides Eternally in a Monadic Way , 
τι KOU EOTPANTAL προς EALTNV νοερῶς KOLHEVEL διαιώνιῶὼς μοναδικῶς 
in Its Causes ; for It is The Monad of That Order of The Intellectual Gods , on the one hand , Abiding in 
EV εαυτῆς τοῖς αἴτιοις : YAP EOTLV μονας EKELV τῶν νοερῶν θεῶν, μεν LEVODOa 
The Intelligible Gods Prior to It , by Virtue of Its Own Trancendency , but on the other hand , by also 
EV τοις VONTOIG θεοῖς TPO αὑτης, KATA τὴν EALTNG ὑπεροχήν, δὲ και 
revealing Its Intellectual Characteristic by Energizing In-Itself and Around-Itself. So then , the sense 
εμφαινοῦσα TO VOEPOV TO LOLMLA κατα TO EVEPYELV EV αὑτὴ καὶ περι ALTIV . TOLVLV Το τοιοῦτον 
of in-another , is of The Kind that Remains in Its Cause while Being Comprehended by Its Own Cause . 
EVOAAW , EOTLV TO ὁοποιον μενον EV TI] αἴτια καὶ TEPLEYOMEVOV LTO τῆς OLKELAS αἰἴτιας. 
Therefore , this is also the reasonable comprehension of in many places , and touching its own cause 
ovv 7Τοῦτο gottv Kat ELKOTMS TO TOAAAYN , καὶ ANTOMEVOV EAVTOD τῆς AITLAG 


Td 


10 


in many places ; for It is surrounded by It , because It is more particular than It ; but everything that is 


πολλοῖς : YAP MEPLEYETAL OT’ αὐτῆς, διοτι ἐστιν HEPIKMTEPOV αὑτης : δὲ παν το 
more particular is more pluralized than Its Own More-Comprehensive Cause , and thus , by being more 
μερικῶτερον LOAAOV πεπληθυσται τῆς EXAVTOD περιληπτικώτερας αἰτιας, δὲ μαλλον 


pluralized , It is conjoined to That by Its Own Various Powers and in different ways by different powers , 


TETANOVGUEVOV συναπτεται προς EKELVO ταῖς EALTOD TOLKIAGIG δυνάμεσι και AAAWS AAAI, 
for this is the meaning of in many places ; for by Virtue of Its Various Powers It is United in Many Ways 


YAP τοῦτο το πολλαχῇ :γαρ κατ᾽ αλλας δυναμεις EVOLTAL αλλῶς καὶ AAL@S 
to The Intelligible which is Prior to It. But on the one hand , This Order of Real-Beings , to which being 
προς VONTOV προ avtns . AAA’ LEV αὐτῇ ἡ ταξις τῶν OVT@V, ἢ το 
In-Itself along with , being In-Another properly applies , is also a Multitude ; for It Participates of The 

EV EALTM μετα TOD EVOAAAM MPOONKEL , εστι και TOAAM: yap PETEXEL του 


Intelligible Multitude , and it has parts ; for It partakes of The Middle Genera among The Causes that are 


1143 νοητοῦ πληθους KAI EXEL μερη : γὰρ HETEYEL τῶν μεσῶν γενῶν εν ταῖς αἴτιας 

Prior to It , and It is in ἃ way Circular , for It partakes of The Extremity of The Middle Orders ; surely 
προ AVTNC , καὶ EOTL πῶς κυκλική : γὰρ LETEXYEL τῆς TEAELTALAG τῶν μεσωνταξεῶς, dN 

I mean the shape that is There ; for which reason It is neither One Simply , but Many , nor is It Partless , 


AEYM TOL σχηματος EKEL, διοπερ εστιν OVTE ἐναάπλως, αλλα πολλα,, οὔτε ἀμερες, 
since It has Parts , nor is it beyond all shape , since It is Circular . And , by being many , on the one hand , 


OAAG EXOLVGH μερη, OVTE EMEKELVA TAVTOG σχηματος, AAAG κυκλικη. Και, ὡς οὐσα TOAAG , μὲν 
It is able to Touch Those that are Prior to It at many points ; but on the other hand , inasmuch as it has 


δύναται ANTEGVAL τῶν προ αὑτης πολλοις : δὲ ὡς εχουσα 
parts , It is able to Commune and To the Highest Degree with Its Priors in many different Places ; but 


LEpn , KOLVOVELV και διαφορῶς QUTOLG πολλαχῇ : δὲ 
since It is endowed with shape , It is surrounded in ἃ circle by Them ; for everything that has a shape is 


OS EOXNHATLIOWEVH , περιεχεσθαι KLKA@ DOT’ αὐτῶν : YAP παν TO σχηματιζομξενον 
embraced by that which gives it shape , whereas The One neither has parts nor participates in circularity . 


MEPLEYETAL ὑπο TOD σχηματιζοντος, δε το EV οὔτε ἔχει HEPN OVTE HETELANYEV κυκλου. 


HYPARXIS 
V “Abiding in...” 


Energeia Dunamis 
Active Power Potential Power 





So that it is not possible for there to be a Cause Prior to It that touches The One in many places and 

ὥστε ov dvvatov ELVAL  ALTLAV προ αὑτοῦ ATTOMEVNV TOL EVOG τὴν TOAAGEN και 

ina circle , but It is Beyond All , by having no Cause that is Superior ; for it is impossible for there to be 

KDKAQ , CAA’ EOTLV EMEKELVA TAVTMV , ὡς EXOV οὐκ AITLAV KPELTTOVA : YAP ἀδύνατον εἰναι 

anything that touches The One Itself in a circle and in many places , “being” One and Partless and by not 
τι απτομᾶνον αὐτοῦ κυκλῶ και πολλαχῇ , οντος EVOG καὶ ἀμεροὺς καὶ οὐ 

partaking in circularity ; for he has added all these characteristics in order that The Many appear to have 


LIETEYOVTOG KUKAOD : γὰρ προσεθηκεν TAVTA ταῦτα Wa ταπολλα φανῆ TO EXELV 
parts and to participate of the circular , all of which are surely proper to This Order of Real-Beings , in 


μξρῇ TO HETEYELV KLKAOD ςἨπαντα α δ προσήκει TH TALTY TAEEL τῶν OVTOV , EV 
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which we apply the characteristic of being In-Itself and In-Another ; for This Order is both Many , as 
ἡ TPOOHEPOLEV TO EV EALTM και EV AAA®: Yap EOTLV TE TOAAG ὡς 
compared to The Intelligible Unity , and has parts and partakes of the circular , since indeed Those that 
προς τὴν VONTHVEVMOLV καὶ EXEL μερη καὶ METELANYEV KDKAOD, επειδῃη TO 
are secondary , must partake of Those that are Prior to them. Since even when It is called a Monad , as 
δεύτερα ει μετξχξιν τῶν TPO αὐτῶων. Ἐπεικαιοταν λεγηται μονας, ὡς 
It is a Monad in The Intellectual Realm ; even if It is a Multiplicity in comparison with The Intelligible 
ἔστι μονας EV νοεροις . KaLELEOTL πλήηθος προς τὰς νοητας 
Monads ; and when It is said to be a Whole and Partless , as in The Intellectual Realm , and These are 
μοναδας : KALOTAV λέγηται  OAN καὶ ἀμεριστος, ὡς EV νοεροις καὶ ταῦτα 
said to be from our perspective . But even if It does not have parts , yet It has parts both in comparison to 
λεγεται παρ᾿ ἡμῶν : δὲ δι UN δχει μερη. αλλα EYEL WEPN TE προς 
Intelligible Wholeness ; and when we say It is without shape , once again it is in The Intellectual Realm , 
τὴν νοητὴν THY ολοτητα : καὶ OTAV ACYNHATIGTOG, παλιν ὃν νοξεροις, 
since in any case it is necessary for It to partake of the shape that is Prior to It . So then , one must remove 
ENEL TMAVTOG AVAYKOLOV ALTNV HETEXELV TOD σχηματος TOL TPO αὐτῆς. APA Αφαιρετεον 
This Order also from The One , and one must say that The One is also The Cause of This ; for All 
ταῦτην τὴν TAELV καὶ ATO TOL EVOG , καὶ PETEOV WG TOEV καὶ αἴτιον ταῦτης : YAP TAAL 
The Orders taken together are given Their Subsistence from The One , and That which is Above All , 
αι τάξεις αθροὼς υπεστησαν απο TOL EVOG , καὶ TO ὕπερπαντὰα 
The Cause of All Real-Beings is The One , but of It , there is no cause . For if The One had a cause , then 
αἴτιον παντῶν τῶν OVTMV ἔστι TO EV , OE αὑτοῦ EOTLV οὐδεν αἴτιον... yap Εἰ TO EV ἔχοι αἴτιον, 
this cause that is prior to It , would have to be , without a doubt , the cause of those that are greater and 
TO ALTLOV TO TPO ALTOD δει ELVALL δήπου αἴτιον μειζονῶν και 
nobler than those that follow in order ; for those which are higher among the causes , are productive of 
1144 καλλιονῶν τοῖς εφεξης : yap τα ὑψηλοτερα τῶν αἰτιῶν εστιν παρξκτικα 
more lofty goods to those that are secondary to them. What then, is more divine than The One and 
DYNAOCTEPOAV ἀγαθῶν τοις SELTEPOIG EALTOV . Tiovv θειοτερον TOD EVOG και 
The Unity that all expedients/resources receive from that cause , which we see fit to rank beyond 
τῆς EVWOEWS τὰ πραγματα EEEl TAP’ EKELVNI|G τῆς AITLAG, NV αξιουμεν TATTELV EMEKELVO 
The One ? For if on the one hand, it is going to give nothing to those that follow it , then , it will be 
TOD EVOG ; yap Et Lev δῶσει μηδὲν τοις μεθ’ savTHV , ἔσται 
unproductive and have no community with anything at all , and we will not even know that it exists , 
ἄγονος καὶ ακοινῶνητος προς πᾶντὰ ,KaL οὐδὲ εισομεθα OTL EOTIV 
seeing that we have no community with it ; for now, all of us naturally seek after The One and 
ἔχοντες μηδεμιαν KOLVOVLAV προς αὐτὴν : YAP VOV παντες ALTOOLAS επιζητοῦμεντο EV και 
strain upwards towards It , but we would not have that which would connect us with that other cause , 
ανατεινομεθα προς αὐτο, SE AV οὐκ EXOLEV το συναψον προς δκεινῆν. 
if indeed we derive nothing from it . If on the other hand , it is also going to give something to beings , is 
ElMEp μηδὲν απ’ avtys. Et δὲ κακεινή δώσει τι τοιςοῦυσι, 
it going to give something inferior to The One ? But it is not Lawful for That which is Superior , to only 
TMOTEPOV OMOEL τι KATASEEGTEPOV TOL EVOG; GAA’ ov θεμις TO κρειττον LLOVOV 
be the cause of those that are inferior . Then will it be the cause of those that are superior ? And what 
ELVOLL αἴτιον χειρονῶν . ἀλλα ποτερον κρειττονῶν; και τι 
will be superior to The One, it is not even possible to conceive ; for everything else is called better and 
EOTOL KPELTTOV TOD EVOG , οὐδὲ SLVATOV TAAGAL: YAP TAVTA TA AAG AEYETAL KPELTTO και 
worse by virtue of its greater or lesser participation of This Cause ; and thus , the very concept of being 
χειρῷ κατα τὴν μειζὼ καὶ EAATTM μετουσιαν τούτου : καὶ οῦν αὐτο το 


rt 
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better , is so through participation of The One . And generally This One would not be the Object of desire 


KPELTTOV KPELTTOV HETODOLO evog . Kat ολῶς TOvTOEV αν οὐκ ἣν περισπουδαστον 
for all , if we had something superior to it ; nor would we take lightly All Other Realities as we do , when 
TOOL, EL ELYOMEV τι KPELTTOV αὐτοῦ : OVS’ AV KATOALYMPOLVTEG τῶν AAAOV ODTO 


we pursue The One , by both overlooking and not attaching ourselves to Justice and Beauty , through our 
EOLMKOLEV TO EV, καὶ παρορῶντες καὶ OD TPOGTOLODUEVOL TO δικαῖον καὶ TO καλον, δια ἡμῖν 
desire to preserve what is reputed to be One . If then on the one hand , we disdain all other Realities 
περιποιησιν τοῦ δοκοῦντος EVOG.ELTOLVDV μὲν KOATAPPOVODLEV παντῶν τῶν αλλῶν 
in favor of The One , but on the other hand , we never overlook The One for the sake of any of the others , 
χαριν TOD EVOGC, δε οὐδεποτε παρορῶμδν TO EV EVEKQL τινος TOV αλλῶν, 
then The One might reasonably be regarded as The Most Honorable of Realities ; inasmuch as It Holds 
TOEV ἂν ELKOTOS ely σεμνοτατον ᾿ ὡς συν-- 
together and Preserves everything in our conceptions . Accordingly then , That which Provides Unity 
—EXOV καὶ σῶζον TAVTA ἡμῶν ταῖς EVVOLAIG . apa TO MAPEKTLKOV τῆς EVOOEWS 
to All Beings would be The Very First ; so then , This One is The Very First of All ; so then , there is 
TOV TAVTOV AV El πρώτιστον, APA τοῦτο TPWTLOTOV TOV TAVTOV: αρὰ ἔστι 
simply not any cause that is superior to The One ; so then , The One is not In-Another ; so then, it is no 
OTAWS οὐκ τι αἴτιον KPELTTOV τοῦ EVOG: Apa TOEV οὐκ EVOAAM: apa ov 
small matter that is being shown here , nor such that could apply to souls or generally to those that are 
σμικρον το δεικνύυμξνον, οὐδ᾽ OLOV TO SUVALEVOV ὑπαρχεῖιν ταῖς ψυχαῖς ἡ OAWS τοις 
secondary ; thus on the one hand , what is made clear through these demonstrations is that The One does 


OELTEPOIG : AAA’ μὲν εστιν δηλον δια τουτῶν OTL το EV 

not derive from any other cause ; but on the other hand, if It is also The Most Self-Sustaining , that It is 
οὐκ απ’ αλληςαῖτιας ; δε δι και αὐθυποστατα οτι 

Superior to All Self-Sustaining Beings , he demonstrates in these arguments that follow . 

KPELTTOV TOV AVOLTOOTATOV αποδεικνῦται δια TOUT@V TOV AOYOV εξης. 


Parmenides: But surely , if it were indeed in-itself , it would also contain itself , 
138b αλλα UNV ALTO EIN YE EVEALTM καν TEPLEYOV EALDTH 
and it is not other than itself , if indeed it subsists in-itself ; for it is impossible 


και OV OLDKGAAO ἢ ALTO, ElMED EIN EVEALDTM: γὰρ αδυνατον 
that anything should not be contained by that in which it is . 


τι μη TEPLEXOVTL τῷ εν εἰναι. 
Aristotle: For it is impossible . 


yap advvatov . 


The second part of the latter of the premises , is examined in these words ; for on the one hand , 


1145 To δεύτερον μερος τῆς ETEPAS τῶν προτάσεων εξητασταῖ δια τουτῶν TOV PIHATOV:YAP LEV 
the proposition that everything which is in something is either in-itself or in-another , being entirely true , 


το παν TOOVEVTLVL EOTIV ἡ ἐν εαῦτῳω ἡ EV GAAQ, ον πανταπασιν αληθες, 
he does not deem worthy to remember ; for if something is in something , it is clear that this something 
οὐδε ηξιῶσεν ὑπομνήσεως : γὰρ EL ἔστιν εν τινι . δηλον ὡς τοῦτο 


in which it is , is either itself or not itself and is the same as the other ; so that it is either itself , or this 


EV@EOTLV ἔστιν ἡ ALTO ἡ οὐκ ALTO καὶ ταῦτον TM GAAAW : WOTE ἔστιν ἡ ALTO ἢ τοῦτο 
other , in which The One is something . But on the other hand , concerning whether The One is neither 


αλλο EV ὦ TO EV ον τινι. δὲ Et TO εν οὔτε 
in-another , nor in itself , he states with some persuasion and special attention ; and has been prepared 


αν AAA® OVTE EV EAVTM ELPNKE μετὰ τινος παραμύυθιας καὶ ENMLOTAGEWS , καὶ κατεσκεύασε 
beforehand , that The One is not in-another , but now , that It is not in-itself , he will make his argument 


TMPOTEPOV OTL TO ὃν OUK EV OAK , O& νῦν OTL οὐκ EV EALTHM, ποιήσεται TOV λογον 
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by taking the start of his proof from That which is More-honorable. For this sort of being in-another is 
λαβὼν τὴν ἀρχὴν τῆς αποδειξεῶς ATO TOD TILIM@TEPOD : γὰρ τοῦτο TO EVAAAM 
more-honorable than being in-itself , and since being in their Cause is Superior to being in it-self. And 
τιμιώτερον TOD EV EADTM, καὶ EMEL TO ELVAL EV TY αἴτια KPELTTOV TOD EVEaLT@. Kat 
on the one hand , this itself is the whole arrangement of the arguments. But on the other hand, that 
μεν αὐτῇ ησυμπασα μεταχξιρισις τῶν AOYOV : δὲ οτι 
The One is not in-itself , he demonstrates in this way . The One does not have one part of Itself that 
TO EV οὐκ EV εαυτῶ, SELKVLOL TOV τοῦτον TPOTOV : TO EV OD EXEL TO HEV εαῦτου 
Comprehends , and another part that is being Comprehended ; but That which is In-Itself has one part 

TEPLEXOV , to δὲ TEPLYOHEVOV ᾿: δὲε TO ον EV ξεαῦτῶ EXEL TO LEV 
of Itself that Comprehends , and another that is being Comprehended , and for which reason It is In-Itself 
EAVTOD περιεχον, το δὲ περιέχομβνον , καὶι διο ἔστιν EV ξαῦτω 
as that which is being Comprehended is in that which Comprehends It ; so then The One is not In-Itself . 
WS περιεχομξνον περιξεχοντι : APO TO EV EOTLV οὐκ EV EALTO . 
Such then , on the one hand , is the argument ; but on the other hand , of these two premises , we will 
τοιοῦτος μεν Ο λογος : δὲ TOVDTOV τῶν SLO προτασεῶν,, επι-- 
examine the other at a later point , when Plato reflects on it again . But as to how that which is In-Itself 
OKENTEOV τὴν μὲν ETEPAV ξισαυθις, OTAV οΠλατῶν μνησθη αὑτῆς και. de Πῶς το ον Ev EALTO 
has one part of Itself that Comprehends , and another that is being Comprehended , we must now discuss . 
EXEL TO μὲν EALTOD TEPLEXOV , TO δὲ TMEPLYOHEVOV νῦν pnteov 
For we must consider what is meant in this context by that which comprehends and what is meant by that 
γὰρ σκξπτξον τι ἔστι τοῦτο TO περιέχειν καὶ τι το 
which is being comprehended . On the one hand , everything that is said to be In-Itself is The Cause 

TMEPLEXYOV μεν παν O ASYETAL ELVOL EV εαῦύτῳ το αἴτιον 

of Itself and is Self- Sustained : for just as we do not agree with those who say that everything that is 
EAVTOD καὶ EOTLV AVOLTOOTATOV : YAP ὥσπερ καὶ ἡμῖν PITEOV OD τινες AEYOLOL OTL παν TO 
produced , is produced by another cause , but just as we are accustomed to rank The Self-Motive Prior to 
TOAPAYOHEVOV παραγεταῖι ὑπ᾽ AAAS AITLASG , AAA’ ὥσπερ διώθαμεν TPOTATTELV TA αὐτοκινητα 
those that are moved by another , so also The Self-Sustained must be ranked Prior to those that are 
1146 τῶν ετεροκινητῶν , καὶ οὕτῷ τὰ AVOLTOGTATA προθετξον τῶν 
produced by another source . For if there is That which Perfects Itself , there is also That which Generates 
TAPAYOLEVOPB vm’ GAAOD . yap Et Eott TO TEAELODV EALTO, ἔστι καὶ TO γεννῶν 
Itself , but if there is That which is Self-Sustained , then it is clear that it is of such a sort , such as to both 
EQALTO : δὲ ει ἔστι TO αὐθυποστατον., δηλον οτιξστιν τοιοῦτον, οἷον καὶι 
Produce Itself and to be Produced by Itself ; for this is what it means for It to be Self-Sustained and Self- 
παρογειν EAVTO καὶ παραγεσθαι Lh’ EALTOD : YAP τοῦτο AVTO ELVAL TO ὑποστατικον καὶ MLTO— 
Generated , for I mean by Self-Generative not that which would be produced by nothing . In view of 

-YEVEG , γὰρ Asy@ ALOLTOOTATOV οὐ OTL αν παραγη μηδεν. Προς 
which , some sources have declared that the first cause is self-sustained , but as if it had no cause ; 

O τινες AMOSLOOVTEG ELTOV το πρῶτον aAvOvLTOOTATOV ὡς E10’ EYOV μηδεν αἴτιον : 
then , as having no cause , they also dare to say that it derives its subsistence from chance/spontaneously , 
ὡς EXOV μηδεν αἴτιον, τετολμηκασιν εἰπεῖν EKELVO EXELV τὴν ὑπαρξιν ATO ταὐτομάτου, 
but which would be productive of itself . Therefore , if The Comprehensive Power , always Comprehends 
OAM’ ο αν παραγηῆ δαῦτο. οὖν Τῆης περιξκτικῆς δυναμεῶς αδι TMEPLODONS 
That which is Produced by Itself according to Cause , it is necessary that , That which is Productive 
TO TAPMYOMEVOV LO’ EALTNS κατ᾽ QITLAV , avayKn TO παρακτικον 
of Itself , should be both Comprehensive , insofar as It is a Cause , and to be Comprehended by Itself 
EALDTOD δειναὶ TE TEPLEKTIKOV καθοσον EOTLV αἴτιον, TE περιέχεσθαι Vd’ EXAVTOD 


Td 
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insofar as it is that which is caused , then since it is simultaneously Cause (Active) and effect (passive) , it is 
καθοσον EOTIV GAITLATOV , δ ον ομοῦ αἴτιον και QLTLATOV Elva 
both Comprehending and Being Comprehended . If then , That which is In-Another , is This That is 
TE MEPLEYOV και mepleyousvov . Εἰτοινὺν TO EV ἀλλ NV TOTO TO 
Produced by Another Superior Cause , then This that is In-Itself must be declared to be that which is 
παραγομξνον DT’ GAANG τῆς KPELTTOVOG αἴτιας, τοῦτο TO EV EALVTM PNTEOV O ἔστιν 
Self-begotten and Produced by Itself (ET Prop. 41) ; and just as that one was Comprehended by Its Cause , 
QAUTOYEVES καὶ TAPMYOMEVOV Dd’ EAVTOD : καὶ ὡς EKELVO TEPLELYETO ὑπο TNS EALTOD ATLAS , 
so also this one will be Comprehended by Itself , and so It will be Comprehensive and Cohesive of Itself ; 
OLTW@ τοῦτο TEPLYOEONOETAL Dd’ EALTOD , καὶ ALTO EOTOL MEPLEKTLKOV καὶ ODVEKTLIKOV EQUTOD , 
The Same Being both Embracing/Conjoining and at the same time Being Embraced/Conjoined by Itself ; 
TO ALTO καὶ σύνεχον αμα ODVEYOLEVOV EQUTO , 
both Comprehending and being Comprehended ; for in Preserving Itself , It will Comprehend Itself . 
TE περιέχον και περιέχομᾶένον :γὰρ σῶζον EALTO περιεξει ξεαῦτο 
So much then, on the one hand , has been said about the subject matter under consideration . But on the 
Ταῦτα ovv μὲν εἰἴρησθῶ περι τῆς πραγματειώδους TOV TPOKELLEV@V θεώριας: dE 
other hand , regarding the text , we must note that the phrase “is not other than itself , if indeed it subsists 
περι τὴν λεξιν ENLONLWAVTEOV οτι οὐκαλλοηαῦτο, EMEP ely 
in-itself ” , on the one hand, it could readily be made clear if the conjunction and , were to be transposed , 
EV EADTO , μεν ALTO ραδιὼς TOINDELAG σαφες τον σύνδεσμον καὶ pETABEIG , 
so as to make the whole phrase be “and it is not other than itself , if indeed it subsists in-itself ”; for if 
Ww TO OAOV τοιοῦτον 11, KAL ODKGAAO ἢ ALTO, εἴπερ El EV EALTM: yap 8ι 
It is In-Itself , It is That which Comprehends and no other , for such is The Nature of The Self-Sustained . 
QUTO ἔστιν EV EAVTM , AVTO EOTL TO MEPLEXOV καὶ οὐκ ἀλλο, YAP τοιοῦτον TO αὐθυποστατον. 
But some have indeed assumed that another person is saying this , that Aristotle is quite clearly assenting 
de τινες ἤδη ὑποθεμενοι GAAO προσῶπον AEyELV ALTO , TO Αριστοτελοὺς δηλαδή GUVVELOVTOG 
to the argument of Parmenides , by having based their interpretation on assigning what follows to 
τοις λογοις tov Παρμενιδου, eSnynoavto OQMOVELMAVTEG TO EENG τῷ 
Parmenides ; “for it is impossible that anything should not be contained in that which it is contained .” 
1147 Tepisvisy? yap αδῦνατον τι μη ELVOLL περιεχοντι EV TO 
But even if this is indeed so , as we have said before , it is of no significance for the subject at hand . 
αλλ’ καὶ EL YE OLTAS, ὡς προξειπομὲν , οὐδὲν TOV πραγματῶν προς τὴν θεώριαν : 
So that we may pass on to the next section of the text of Plato . 
MOTE ἡμῖν LETtaBatsov Emi Ta εξης ρηματα tov TAatwvoc . 


Parmenides: Would it not the case then , that on the one hand , that which itself contains , is 


138b av οὐκοῦν μεν TO QUTO περιεχον EIN 
one thing , but on the other hand , that which is being contained , is another ? For the same whole 
ETEPOV TL, dE tO TEPLEYOLEVOV ETEPOV: YAP TALTOV ολον 
indeed cannot both be acted upon (Passive) and Create (Active) , at the same time : 

YE οὐ ἀμφ TELOETAL και ποιήσει αμα 
for thus , The One would no longer be One , but two . 
καὶ οὕὐτῶτο EV av ετι sly EV αλλα δυο. 


Aristotle: For thus , it would not . (yap ovv ov .) 


The whole formal argument , as has been said before , is such as this : The One , does not have 


O nag συλλογισμος , ὡς TPOELPNTOL , EOTL τοιοῦτος τις: TO EV οὐκ EXEL 
one part of itself that comprehends , and another part that is being comprehended , in order that It not 
TO HEV EAVTOD TEPLEYOV, to δὲ TMEPLEXOLEVOV, wo μη 
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become two instead of one ; but That which is In-Itself has one part that Comprehends Itself , and another 
yevytat δῦο av Evoc : δὲ TO ον EVEALTM EYEL TOLEV περιεχον ξαῦτου, TO dE 
that is being Comprehended . Accordingly then , The One is not In-Itself . Such then , on the one hand , 
περιεχομενον : Opa TO EV EOTLV οὐκ EV EALVTM. TOLOLTOD δῇ LEV 
is one of the formal arguments , that he had already taught us from what has gone before about one of the 
OVTOG τινος συλλογισμω, καὶ non εδιδαξε εκ προτασξεῶν περι τῆς ETEPAS 
premises ; but on the other hand , here , he adds that which makes both this and the other premise 
τῶν προτασεῶν : δε EV τούτοις προσθειῖς οσον ποῖει καὶ ταῦτην καὶ οσον τὴν ETEPAV 
clearer , by fully joining the conclusion to the subject at hand ; for if the one that comprehends is one , 
EVAPYEOTEPAV , συμπεραινεται TO προκειμενον : γὰρ El ETEPOV περιέχον TO HEV, 
but the one that is being comprehended is another , then The One could not be either comprehending or 
ETEPOV περιεχομενον to ὃε, TO δεν αν OLK ELN περιεχον και 
comprehended by itself ; for It would surely then have to be two , and not one ; and even if It is in-itself , 
TEPLEYOLEVOV Lb EAVTOD : YAP ALTO AV ποὺ SEOL εξιναι δυο, καὶ OLY EV : καὶ EL EV EV EALTO , 
It is such that one part comprehends , and another is comprehended . Surely then , that which is in-itself 
ἔστι τοῦτο OD TO HEV περίξχξι,. TO δὲ MEPLEXYETAL . én TO OV EV EALTO 
must at the very least be a duality; for that which comprehends is other than that which is comprehended ; 
Δει τουλάχιστον ειναι δυαδα : YAP το TEPLEXOV ETEPOV TOD TEPLEYOLEVOD : 
for it is impossible for the same Whole to both comprehend (to be active) and be comprehended (to be passive) 
Yap QSVVATOV τιτοαύτοολον καὶ TEPLEYElV καὶ περιεχεσθαι 
at the same time . 
κατα TOAVTOV . 
Therefore , on the one hand , the sequence of the arguments is of this kind . But on the 
οῦν μὲν Η ακολουθια τῶν λογῶν τοιαύτη 
other hand , we must now examine in detail each part of the text . First of all then , let us consider how it 
δὲ δει ἀανασκεψασθαι εκαστον τῶν λεγομενῶν. Πρῶτον οῦὖν θεωρήησομεν TAS 
is impossible for a Whole to both act and be acted upon , at the same time . For Plato has taken this , as ἃ 
advvatov ολον αμφω ποιειν και πασχειν αμα : γὰρ TapEeAaBEe τοῦτο ὡς 
common notion that is universally acknowledged . Might this not then , no longer keep the self-moving 
κοινον και TAVTN διωμολογήμενον. Μῆηποτε οὺν OvK ξτι μενει TO αὐτοκινήτον 
nature of the soul for us ? For in Anyone of Those that are Self-Motive , That which moves is not one , 
τῆς ψυχης ὴημῖν ; yapev τι τοις αὐυτοκινήτοις το κινοῦν οὐ αλλο LEV, 
but That which is moved is another , since The Whole Moves and is also Moved at the same time , as 
αλλ’ το κινοῦμενον GAAO bE, GAA’? λον κινοῦν TE EOTL καὶ KIVOLHEVOV OWA =, WG 
we have demonstrated this elsewhere at great length (ET Prop. 17) . Therefore , we must try to argue as 
ἡμῖν ATOSESELKTAL τοῦτο EV αλλοις δια πολλῶν ovv MELOTEOV καθ᾽’ 
convincingly as possible how this fact and the former can both be true . So then , of the powers of the soul 
1148 οσον duvatov Πῶς ταῦτα κακεινα αληθη . TOWDV Τῶν SOVOLEOV ψυχικῶν 
some we declare to be generative , while others are convertive of The Soul Itself , to Itself , 
τας HEV φῶμεν ELVOL γεννητικας, TOGSE  EMLOTPENTIKAG τῆς ψυχης αὐτῆς προς EAvTHV 
(for we have learned that even among The Gods there are similar differences of characteristics) ; and The 


(yap μεμαθήκαμεν και εν τοις DEOIG ELVAL τοιαῦτας διαφορας τῶν ιδιοτητῶν) : καὶ τας 
Generative Powers , on the one hand , beginning from The Soul Herself , produce Its Own Proper Life , 
γεννητικας LEV OPYOMEVAG απ’ τῆς ψυχης avTNS παραγεῖν τὴν savtys Cony , 


and following This , that life which proceeds into the body and comes into being in its subject ; but 


καὶ μετὰ ταῦτην, τῆν TO προιουσαν εις TO σῶμα καὶ YLYVOHEVOV EV DIOKELLIEVO : 
The Convertive Powers , on the other hand , Convolve The Soul upon Herself by Virtue of a Certain Vital 


τας επιστρεπτικας δε συνελισσειῖιν τὴν ψυχὴν εἰς EALTNV κατα τινὰ COTLKOV 
fd 
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Cycle , and towards The Intellect which is Established Prior to The Soul. For just as The Generative 
κύκλον καὶ ETL τον νοῦν LOPLHEVOV TPO THGWoYNS. γὰρ ὥς αἰιγεννητικαι 
Powers produce a twofold Life of The Soul ; one which Remains , and another which proceeds towards 
αποτικτοῦσι διττὴν C@NV τῆς WOXNS, τὴν HEV μενοῦυσαν, τὴν ὃδ προδλθοῦσαν EL 
this place , so also , The Convertive Powers produce a twofold Conversion ; both towards Herself , and 
TASE , οὐτῶς Al επιστρεπτικαι MOLODVTAL τὴν διττὴν EXLOTPOONV , καὶ προς EALTHV , καὶ 
towards The Intellect which is Beyond Her . These then , are especially The Powers that generate The 
προς τον VODV TOV EMEKELVA αὑτῆς. ADLTOLODV ELOLV 1O1MG αἱ δυναμεις γεννῶσαι τὴν 
Whole Life (of The Soul) ; but The Whole Soul Partakes of Them , because The Powers Permeate 
oAnv Conv : δὲ TACHA ψυχῇ HETEYELALT@V , SLOTL AL δυύναμεις YMPOVOL 
through each other and Energize with each other , surely then for which reason it is said that The Whole 
δι᾿ αλληλῶν καὶ δνεργοῦσι HET AAANAWV, SH οθεν λεγεται πασα 
Soul generates Herself , for It Participates throughout The Whole of Herself , of Its Generative Powers , 
ψύχη YEVVAV EQUTNV : γὰρ LETEXEL δι᾽ OANG εαύτης τῶν γεννητικῶν δυναμεῶν, 
just as She Turns towards Herself . And neither is That which Generates non-Convertive , nor is That 
ὥσπερ ETMLOTPEhEL προς EALTHV. Kat οὔτε TO γεννῶν AVETLOTPOMOV , OLTE TO 
which Converts non-generative by reason of their becoming participants of each other , so that one might 
ETLOTPEPOV αγονον δια τὴν γιγνεται μετοῦυσιαν αλληλῶν, ὥστε AV 
say that both of the statements are true , both the one that states that The Soul Herself Generates 
ELMOLG AUMOTEPODS τοὺς λογοὺυς ELVA ἀληθεῖς, TE TOV ATOPALVOHEVOV THY WOXT]V αὐτὴν γενναν 
Herself , and also what is being said now , that it is not possible for The Whole to act and be acted upon , 
QvLTnV, καὶ τον λέγομενοννυν, WG Ov δύνατον ολον ποῖξιν καὶ πασχεῖιν 
at the same time ; for The Generative Power is One and (The Life Generated , is Another -Westerink) , 
αμαὰ , yap ny γεννητικὴ δύναμεις αλλη Ka 
even if The Producer and The Production are One , since along with The Unity there is also Otherness , 
εις TO TAPAYOV καὶ τὸ παραγομᾶνον EV, ἀλλὰ μετα τῆς EVWOEWGS EOTL καὶ ETEPOTNTOG , 
through which Such a Being does not remain Un-multiplied ; for on the one hand , The Whole Soul will 


δι᾿ ἣν το τοιοῦτον οὐκ Ἔεμξβξινεὲ ἀπλήθυντον : yap μὲν ολον 

indeed be Produced , but on the other hand , not so far as It is The Producer , is it also being Produced 

EOTOL MAPAYOLEVOV , αλλ’ οὐ καθο TOpPAyYOV, καὶ παραγομδνον 

according to This; for That which is Primarily Productive is That which is Generative of The Soul , seeing 
κατὰ τοῦτο : γὰρ TO TO TPWTWS πάραγον ἔστι το γεννήτικον τῆς ψυχῆς. επει-- 

that it is indeed possible for a Certain Part to Generate (Active) , and another part to be generated (Passive) , 

πδῇ YE SVVATOV τι WEPOG γενναν : δὲ μερος γεννασθαι, 


Heaven-Actively-Singing 


Us - Passively — Listening 


just as we say that in The Kosmos , on the one hand , Heaven Generates and Composes , but on the other 


καθαπερ AEYOLEV EV TO KOGL®@ LEV TOV OLPAVOV γενναν καὶ δημιούργειν, dE 
hand , The Sub-Lunary Realm is generated ; and in turn that it is not the part , but rather it is The Whole , 
TA LTO σελήνην γεννασθαι: και αὖ μῆηδεν μερος, OAM’ ολον 


that is Generated and Generates at different times , and again it is The Whole that Acts and is Acted upon 
1149 γεννασθαι και γενναν αλλον καὶ AAAOV YPOVOV , καὶ παλιν OAOV ποιεῖν και πασχξιν 
at the same time , but a Certain Part Acts , and in turn , a certain other part ; not the same part (that Acts) , 
EV TO αὐτῷ YPOVO , HAAG TL αλλο μὲν TOLELV , καὶ aD τι αλλο dE οὐ ταῦτον 

is acted upon . (Ilaoyetv.) 
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It is The Whole of God 
That Hears , That Sees and Thinks 
-Xenophanes- 
(As our Beloved Leader , Pierre Grimes , Lovingly Reminds us .jfb) 


For what if while being heated it becomes cold , at the same time , and again while turning white it turns 


yap τι él θερμαινον ψύχοιτο Και και λεῦκαινον μελαν-- 
black , at the same time ? Thus , for this reason , in order to remove all such objections , he added the 


—O1tO ; δὲ Διὰ τοῦτο EVOTADELS AVALIPWV TAG MAGAG TOLALTAG TMpPoOoEONKE 

words , Whole , at the same time and The Same , accurately/precisely , in order that It may not act in one 
TOOAOV, TOQLA , TO TAVTOV , aKpiBag , wa μη ποι] μὲν 

part , and be acted upon in another part , nor at different times , nor do one thing and undergo another . 


δι, πασχη δὲ WdL , μηδὲ KAT αλλον καὶ αλλον χρονον, UNSE ETEPOV καὶ ETEPOV . 
Therefore , in this way , on the one hand , he has shown that both , That which is Self-Motive and All 


οῦν Ovta LEV απεφηνε και TO αὐτοκινήτον καὶ απαᾶαν 
That is In-Itself Participates of Duality , and that , That which is In-Itself is not One , is clear from this ; 


TO OVEVEQUTM@ pETEYOV Svad0G , και EV EALTM@ OLY EV, δηλον απο τουτῶν : 
for there is no Duality in The One , first of all , because all Multiplicity has been removed from The One , 
γὰρ EVEOTLV OD δυας EV TWEVL , πρῶτον οτι παν πλῆθος QVYVYTAL EK TOD EVOG, 
and so The Dyad is The Fount and Cause of Multitude and somehow , Maintains The Whole of Multitude 
καὶ δὲ ἡ δυαςεστι πήγη KaLaITIA πληθους και πῶς EXEL το παν πληθος 
In-Itself ; and secondly , because The One would have both ἃ Comprehending and ἃ Comprehended Part 
eV εαῦτῃη: δπειθ᾽ οτι δει ειναι καὶ περιέχον και περιεχομενον 
In-Itself . But on the other hand , it has been shown that there is nothing like this in The One ; for neither 
EV EALTO . δὲ Δεδεικταῖι ὡς EOTLV οὐδεν τοιοῦτον EV τῷ δνι : γὰρ ODTE 
is it possible for It to comprehend , as ἃ whole comprehends its parts , nor in the way that a particular 
δύνατον περιδεχεῖν ὡς ολον μερη. οὔτε ὡς τι 
shape partakes of Ideal-shape , so that It will contain Itself with one part , and be contained with another . 


σχημα μετέχον TOL OXNMATOG, MOTE περιξξει μὲν WEPEL, περιξξεται δὲ μερει. 
But it has been previously denied , that The One has parts ; and even if it had been previously proved 


δε Προαποτεφαται TO τοὺ EVOG EXELV HEPN : και ἀρὰ EL TPOLSESELKTO 
separately that The One could not partake of Duality , but this also follows from what has been said , 


καθ᾽ εαῦτο TOEV μῆ μξτξεχειν το δυαδος, αλλα τοῦτο καὶ EMETAL τοῖς ειρημενοις, 

which is the reason why Parmenides also makes use of it now . Therefore , on the one hand, the rest , 
διοπερ ΟοΠἝᾶαρμεξνιδες καὶ KEYPNTAL αὐτῶ νῦν. ον μεν Τα αλλα 

I think , has been elegantly proved by what has been said ; but on the other hand, it is worth pointing out 


οιμαι μετριῶς πεπεισθαι δια τῶν AEYOLEVOV : δὲ αξιον δεικνυντος 
that with these words , Plato is placing his seal upon that doctrine , which some of his followers have also 


δεν tovtoig τοὺ [Π΄λατῶνος επισημηνασθαι To EKELVO , O τινες αὑτον TMV μετ’ KOL 
sufficiently prepared/represented/arranged , while others have not found it befitting , although they wish 


UCAVOG κατεσκεύασαν . δὲ αλλοι οὐ προσήκαντο, καιτοι βουλομενοι 
to be initiates in The Mysteries of Plato and long to join in the dance around him. For some on the one 


Elva μῦσται TOL Πλατῶνος καὶ εφιεμενοι YOPELELV TEPLALTOV. YAP Ot μεν 
hand , think it is fitting to say that the first cause is self-sustaining , by arguing that just as the first cause 


αξιουσιν Asyetv To πρῶτον αὐθυποστατον, δλεγοντες ως apynv 
of those that are moved is that which is self-motive , so also , the first cause of those that have any kind 


τῶν KLIVODLEVOV TO QDTOKLVITOV , OLTM και ἀρχὴν TOV OTMOOLV 
of subsistence is the self-subsisting ; for all those that are subsequent to the first cause are also derived 


Ὀφεστηκοτῶν το αὐθυποστατον : yap πάντα τὰ μετὰ TO πρῶτον EOTLKAL eK 
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from the first cause . Therefore , this first cause is self-sustaining ‘in the proper sense’ , by deriving its 
TOD TP@TOD . OvLV Τοῦτο TO πρῶτον EOTLV αὐθυποστατον κυριῶς, WS EXOV τὴν 
subsistence from nothing else , as they say , everything , must , either subsist by itself or , or entirely 
1150 ὑυποστασιν εκ μηδετινος ETEPOD ,ὡῶς φασιν, παν, SEOV , ἡ ὑυφιστασθαι Ld’ EALTOD , ἡ TAVTWS 
by another . Some others , on the other hand , have recklessly undertaken , even before now to declare it 
LT GAAOD. τινες δὲ Ἐπινεανιξύομενοι ηδη προσειρήκασιν ALTO 
to be self-motive , turning to this error , from the concept of the self-sustaining because of their kinship ; 
καὶ AVTOKLIVYTOV , μεταβαντες ἐπι τοῦτο απο TOD AVOLTOOTATOD κατα TO συγγενες 
although this self-moved entity would necessarily be in motion and could not properly be One , but 
KQLTOL τοῦτο TO AVTOKLVNTOV αναγκη κινεισθαι καὶ μη κύῦῇυριῶς ειναιξν, αλλα 
multiple ; and That which is Self-Sustaining must necessarily be divisible into That which is Superior 
πληθος:: καὶ το αὐθυποστατον QVAYKN εινὰ διαιῖιρετον κατὰ το κρεῖττον 
and that which is inferior ; for It is Superior insofar as It gives Subsistence , but It is inferior insofar as 
TE KOL YELPOV : yap Κρεῖττον Kado Ὀφιστησιν , δὲ KATAdEEOTEPOV ἢ 
It is given Subsistence . But The One is entirely Indivisible and Non-multiple ; for It is neither a unified 
LOLOTATAL : δὲ TO EV EOTLTAVTN ASLALPETOV καὶ ATANOLVTOV : YAP ἐστι οὐ NV@LEVOV 
nor a distinct multiplicity ; for if It were distinct , it would be in many places and not One , whereas if It 
ovte διακεκριμενον TANVOs : [yap] ELITE SLAKEKPLLIEVOV , εσται EV πολλοις OLY EV, ELTE 
were unified , there would have to be something else prior to It which unified It ; for what is unified is 
TIVOLEVOV , EOTOL αλλο TPO ALTOD TO EVODV : YATP TO NV@LEVOV ἔστι 
that which is affected by The One , but is not The One Itself , as the Eleatic stranger says (Soph 244e) . 
TETOVOOG TO EV ,GAA’? οὺκ εν avT0,, ὡς 0 Ελξατῆς EEevoc φησιν 
If then , That which is Self- Sustaining i is in any way divisible , then The One is not divisible , The One 
Ειτοινὺν το αυθύποστατον EOTLOTMOODV διαῖρετον, δὲ TOEV OD SLAIPETOV, TO EV 
would not be Self-Sustaining , but rather It is The Cause of all Self-Sustaining Beings , because The One 
αν οὐκ EIN αὐθύποστατον, αλλα καὶ AITLOVATAVT@V TOV αὐθυποστάατῶν, δια TO EV 
Preserves All , both Those that Subsist by Themselves , and those that subsist through others . 


σωζεσθαι TO TAVTA , καὶ OOM VOEDTIKEV TAP’ EAVTOV , καὶ OGM παρ᾽ AAA@V . 
But others who follow Plato , have distinctly declared that The First Cause is Superior to 
dg Ot exopevor τῷ Πλατῶνι διαρρηδην εἰρηκασι το πρῶτον ειναι KPELTTOV 


This Order also , and then again It is Superior , to every Paternal and Generative Cause , inasmuch as 
TODTOD και, καὶ δὲ ADL ELVOAL KPELTTOV ἀπάσης πατρικῆς καὶ γεννητικῆς QITLAG, ATE 
It surely Transcends All Potential Power , although indeed Plato is loud and clear in asserting that That 
dy δξηρημενον ἀαπασῆς δυναμξεῶς : KaITOL ye τοῦ Πλατῶνος βοῶντος καὶ EKELVO 
is The Cause of all Those that are Beautiful , although It is not a Cause in the way that makes use of any 
ειναι αἴτιον παντῶν τῶν καλῶν, αλλ’ οὐχ αἴτιον ως χρώμενον 
Potential power , by means of which it is Productive of everything . For that Power also gives subsistence 
δῦναμει , δι NS) δξἔστι παρακτικον τῶν παντῶν. yap ἡ δυναμις Και υφιστησιν 
to those that it gives ἃ secondary subsistence to Its own Powers .Thus of Those that follow after The One , 
οσα δεύτερα LOLOTYOL τῶν οἰκειῶὼν δυναμξῶν : δὲ τῶν μετα το EV 
Some that are Nearest to The One are Unfolded into Light from That Source Ineffably and Occultly , 
TO HEV sYYOTATM τοὺ EVOG φανεντα απ’ EKELVOD καὶ ἀρρητῶς καὶ κρυφιῶς 
have a Paternal and Generative Dignity in relation to all Real-Beings , which also produce other beings 
ἔχειν πατρικὴν καὶ γεννητικὴν AELAV προς TA TMAVTA OVTA, καὶ TApayelv αλλα 
by Virtue of Their Own Potential-Powers from Themselves , and in this way they are more multiple than 
ταῖς εαὐτῶν δυναμεσιν ad’ EALTOV, και ταύτη πλεονασαι 
The One by generating Those Beings that are Self-Sustaining ; whereas Those that are already Distinct 


τοῦ EVOG TWYEVVAV τῶν οντῶὼν τα αυθυποστατα : δε τὰ NON διακρινομενα 
Td 
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and Multiplied take into Themselves The (Active/Potential) Power of the Self-Sustained , on the one hand , 


1151 ka πληθυομενα ELANYEVAL EV εαῦτοις τὴν δύναμιν TOV αυθυποστατῶν μεν 
Receiving Their Subsistence from The Primal Causes , but on the other hand , They are also Produced 


υφισταμενα ATO τῶν πρωτούυργῶν αἰτιῶν, δὲ και παραγομξενα 
By Themselves ; and on the one hand , These are dependent upon The Paternal Causes that are Generative 
ahd’ εαὐτῶν : και μεν ταῦτα ανηρτήησθαιῖ εις τας πατρικας αἴτιὰς γεννητικας 
of The Ideas , while on the other hand , Those (The Paternal Causes) are dependent upon The One that is 


TOV ELOOV , δὲ εκεινας εις TOEV TO 
Superior to all such Causality , and in a manner Unknowable to all , Unfolds into Light All of Reality 


KPELTTOV ἀπασῆς TOLALTNSG AITLAG , αγνῶώστος τοις πασῖν EkodnVvav TO OVTO 

from Itself , by Virtue of The First Causes of Real-Beings . Surely then , if this has to be so, it is clear 
ad’ Eavtov κατὰ τας apyac TOV OVTOV . δὴ Εἰταῦτα ἔχει οὐτῶς δηλον 
that on the one hand , All Those that are Self-Substantive are also Productive of others ; for Those that are 


OTL μεν παν το EAVTOLD ὑποστατικον εστι καὶ TAPAKTIKOV αλλῶν : γὰρ τα 
Self-Sustaining are not either The First nor the last among The Real-Beings ; but on the other hand , that 
ALOLTOOTATA ἔστι οὐ OLTE πρῶτα οὔτε EQYATA TOV OVT@V: δὲ το 
which is productive of others , without being productive of itself , is twofold , The One Kind is Superior , 


παρακτικον OAAMV AVED TOD TAPAYELV ALTO EALTOD SITTOV , TO μὲν KPELTTOV 
but the other kind is inferior to Those that are Self-Sustaining . Surely then , on the one hand , such are 


to δὲ χεῖρον τῶν αὐυθυποστατῶν ; én LEV τοιαῦτα 
those that are productive , but on the other hand , of those that are produced from a Productive Cause , 
Ta mapayovta δὲ τῶν TOPOYOMEVOV απ’ παρακτικῆς αἴτιας 
The Primary Order are The Self-Sustaining , being Produced indeed , but Subsisting Self-Begotten from 
τὰ πρῶτα μὲν προεισι TA ALOLTOOTATA , TAPMYOLEVA μὲν, SE DLOLOTALEVA αὐτογονῶς απὸ 
Their Own Proper Causes ; but the secondary order , are dependent upon another Substantive Cause , but 


TOV σφετερὼν αἰτιῶν: dE δεύτερα ταξις, AVNPTNHHEVA εἰς AAANV ὑποστατικὴν αἴτια, OE 
They are incapable of producing and of being produced from themselves . And The Order Itself of Real 


εαῦτα OL δυναμενα TAPAYELV καὶ παράγεσθαι vd’ ξαυτῶν: καὶ NTAEIGavLTH τῶν 
Beings Maintains The Procession from Above as far as those that are last. For if it is also the case , that 


οντῶν EO0XE τὴν προοδον ανῶθεν LEYPL τῶν TEAELTALM@V. γαρ EL Και 
that which generates others , but does not generate itself 15 last , then if there is ἃ Certain Order that both 


TO γεννῶν αλλ, OE μη γεννῶν EALTO , EGYATOV, OE EL τι 
Generates Itself and Generates others , then surely there must also exist Prior to Those that Generate 


YEVVQ αὐτο καὶ γεννα GAAG , én SEL καὶ ELVOL TPO TOV YEVVOVTOV 
Themselves , Those that are Generative of Others ; for Those that are More Comprehensive are The 


EADTO τὰ γεννητικὰ αλλῶν : yap τὰ περιληπτικῶώτερα 
More Primary Causes , and if we were to seek where That which is Itself Self-Generative Primarily 


αρχικώτερα .καιει ζητοῦμεν ποὺ το αὐτο EALTOD YEVVYTLKOV πρώτως 
Abides , we would say that It is where Fully Actualized Reality First Abides ; but Fully Actualized 


ELMOLLEV οπου EVEPYELO πρῶτον O& EVEPYELO 
Reality First Abides at The Level of Being , just as Potential-Power Abides in The Unity Prior to Being , 


πρῶτον ὃν τῶ οντι ως δύναμις εν τηξναδιπροτοῦοντος, 
and The Full Flower of Being Abides in The Unity Prior to This , just as The Primal Being is Productive 


KOU υπαρξις δν τη προ ταῦτης, WG TO TPWTLOTOV ον παρακτικον 
of Itself , and This on the one hand , It Produces Essentially , whereas on the other hand , The Third from 


EALTOD , καὶ τοῦτο μὲν ουσιῶδως , δὲ το τριτον ATO 
This It Produces Intellectually , but That which is Midway between both of These It Produces Vitally . 


τοῦτο νοδρῶς, δὲ το μεσον αμῴφοιν ζωτικὼς 
rt 
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Unific 
Hyparxis 
Essential 


That which is Itself Primarily Self-Generative 
T 
QUSIA 
Intellectuallyy Vitally/Unifically 
Eneigeia ς»" Dunamis 


Potential 
Actual vena 


Parmenides: Accordingly then , The One is not anywhere , being neither in-itself nor in-another . 


138b apa TO EV EOTLV οὐκ ποὺ EVOV UNTE EV εαῦτω UNTE EV OAAD. 
Aristotle: It is not. 


EOTLV οὐκ. 


Quite in accord with geometrical practice , in each of the theorems , Plato first 
Πανυ γεωμετρικῶς Ed’ βκαστοὺῦ τῶν θεωρηματῶν πρώτην 
states the proposition , then the proof , then finally the conclusion , thus on the one hand , by means of 
1152 λεγει τὴν TPOTAOL , ENELTA τὴν ATOSELELV , καὶ τελευταῖον TO συμπερασμα,, οὺν HEV δια 
the proposition , he imitates The Unified and Stationary Activity of The Intellect ; but on the other hand , 
TNS προτάσεως μιμούμενος τὴν αθροαν καὶ LOVLLLOV EVEPYELOV TOD νοῦ, δὲ 
by means of the proof , he imitates The Procession of Intellections into Multiplicity as It Unfolds Itself ; 
δια της ATOdSE1EEWS τὴν προοδον τῶν νοησεῶν εἰς TO πληθος AVEALTTOVOGYV EQUTHVY , 
but through the conclusion , he imitates The Circular Turning-back of The Intellect towards The First 
dé δια TOD συμπεράσματος τὴν KUKAOV στροφην τοῦ νοῦ επι τὴν 
Cause and according to The Singular Perfection of The Whole Intellectual Activity . Therefore , he has 
ἀρχὴν και KATA την μιὰν TEAELOTHTA TOONS VOEPAG ξνεργειας. οῦν 
done this , in those theorems prior to this one , but he does it especially in this one ; for it also belongs 
ποιησας Τοῦτο ETL TOV θεωρηματῶν TPO TOLTOD , TOLEL διαφεροντῶς EV TOTO : γὰρ καὶ OLKELOV 
to This Order to be both Of-Itself , and to Abide in Those that are Prior to It .Therefore , on the one hand , 


ταῦτη TH TAEEL ELVOAL καὶ TO εαυτης, καὶ μενεῖν EV τοῖς TPO αὑτης : OvV μεν 

by the logical course of the argument , he imitates That which Abides In-Itself , while on the other hand , 
δια της λογικῆς διεξοδου μιμειται το EV εαῦτω, δὲ 

by the conclusion and the turning back to The Beginning , he imitates That which Abides In-Another . 
δια TOD συμπεράσματος καὶ TNS AVAKALWEWS ETL τὴν ἀρχὴν το EV OAA® . 
Parmenides: 11 Observe then, if having to be understood in such a way as this , 

138b Opa δὴ δι EXOV OLOV OUTS 


It can either Stand-firm or be Moved . 


EOTLV TE EOTAVAL ἢ κινεισθαι. 
Aristotle: How then could it not ? 


τι On yap ov ; 


Thus on the one hand , he turns to another problem , by demonstrating that The One is neither 


Και μὲν avtoc μετῆλθεν ex αλλο προβλημα, αποφαινῶν το EV μητε 
in Motion nor Stationary , of which characteristics Parmenides surely affirmed , reasonably enough , in 
KLIVODLEVOV μητεεστῶς, O o Tlappsvidys δη Katebaivev ELKOTOG δν 
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his poems , inasmuch as he is philosophizing in that place about The One Being , just as Plato himself 


EAVTOD τοις ποιημασιν, ATE φιλοσοφῶν EV EKELVOIG περι TOD EVOG OVTOG , ὥσπερ οὕτος 
will also affirm These , in the second hypothesis . Parmenides , at any rate , says at one time ... 


καὶ KATAPNOEL ταῦτα EV TH SELTEPA ὑποθεσει. EKELVOG γοῦν λέγει μὲν ποτε 
Whole-limbed and Un-trembling already Un-generated (Frag 8.4) 
Οὐυλομελες TE καὶ ATPEMEG ἠδ᾽ αγενητον: 


And again 
καὶ παλῖν, But yet, It is Motionless being pierced quite through by Great Bonds (Frag 8.26) 
Αὐτὰρ ακινήτον πειρασι EV μεγαλῶν δεσμῶν: 
And again 
και παλιν, Thus It Remains The Same in The Same , and Reposes By Itself (Frag 8.29) 
δ᾽ μῖιμνει Ταῦτον εν Tavt@ , τε κειται καθ’ EAvTO : 
And again 
καὶ παλιν, In this way , it Abides Stead-fast , On-The-Spot (Frag 8.30) 


Ovta@s LEVEL εμπεδον ave: 
but at another time 
ποτε δε, Thus , There , It is The Same To-Intellect and To-Be (Frag 3) 
δ᾽ εκει sotitv Tavtov νοειν τεκαῖι ειναι: 


And again 
και παλιν, For not without Being , from which It is being brought to Light , 
yap Ov ἀνξεὺ TOD EOVTOG , Eb’ ὦ EOTIV πεφατισμενον 
Will you find That which Intellects .. . (Frag 8.35-36) 
Evpnosic TO VOELV... 
Thus , Behold how That which is Absent , is nevertheless Firmly Present , to The Mind (Frag 4.1) 
δ᾽ Λεῦσσε απεοντα ομῶς βεβαιὼς παρξοντα νοῶ. 
Therefore , on the one hand , through these verses he has situated Intellection in Being , 

OvV LEV Ava τουτῶν θεμᾶνος VOELV δντώοντι, 
clearly accepting without a doubt , that there is a Certain Kind of Intellectual Motion that Belongs to It , 
δήηλον συγχῶρῶν δηπου Ἔστι τινα τὴν νοητικὴν κινησιν LTAPYELV αὐτῶ, 


which Plato also knows ; for it is he who says that it is not even possible to conceive of Intellect without 
1153 nv Πλατῶν και οιἴδεν : YAP εστιν ALTOS O AEYWV OTL οὐδε SOVATOV επινοησαι νοῦν AVED 
Motion (Soph 249a) ; so that according to Parmenides , if there is Intellection in The One Being , then there 
κινησεῶς : mote , κατα Παρμενιδὴν , ει ἐστιν νοήσις EV TW EVL OVTL , 
is also Motion , since there must necessarily be Life along with Intellection ; but All that Lives , Moves 
EOTL καὶ ἡ κινησις, EEL παντῶς ἔστι CMON KALALWA τῷ νοξιν : δὲ πᾶν τὸ ζῶν κινειται 
by Virtue of That Life Itself . But through the verses above , he says without a doubt , that The One Being 
KOT’ toCnvavto. δὲ Ala τῶν TPOTEPAV φησιν δήπου το ὃν ον 
is Motionless , by calling it Un-trembling and Abiding and at once Motionless ; but Plato in this way also 
ειναι AKIVYTOV , καλῶν ALTO ATPELEG καὶ μενον καὶ avTOVEV akivytov . dé ο Πλατῶν Ovta Kat 
declares that , Where there is Intellect , there is not only Motion , but there is also Rest (Soph 249b). And 
φησιν οπου VOUG , ELVAL οὐ μονὴν κινησιν, αλλη NSN καὶ στασιν . Και 
on the one hand , concerning The One Being , each of Them sets-aside these characteristics ; just as it 
μεν περι το ὃν ον EKATEPOG αποτιθεται ταῦτα .καθαπερ 
will also become clear in the course of the second hypothesis , and Parmenides could not be confuted 
εσται καὶ SNAOV δια της δευτερας UTODEGEDS , καο ο Παρμενιδης αν οὐκ ελεγχοιτο 
by means of these negations , but would rather accept the addition of another level of philosophical 
δια TOV TODTOV ἀαποφασεῶν, AAA SEYOLTO προσθηκην αλλης φιλοσοφιας 
speculations by concerning itself with The Very Truly One . This however , has also been gone into in my 


τῆς διατριβουσης περι TO ὡς ἀληθῶς EV. Τοῦτο HEVOLV καὶ ὑπομεμνήσται δια 
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previous discussions ; but now according to our own theory , it must be said that , The Intellectual Orders 


TOV TPOTEPOV λογῶν (1065) SE νυνι KATA τὴν NHETEPAV DEMPLAV ρήτεον OTL , τῶν νοερῶν TACEMV 
are divided into three , and Plato on the one hand , by negating Those that have gone before That which is 


SOUNPTNMEVOV TPLYE, και LEV δια ATObAGAG TOV εμπροσθεν τὴν 
In-Itself and In-Another , has shown The One to be Superior to The Summit of The Intellectual Realm ; 
EV αὐτῷ KALEVAAAM, εδειξε TO EV Ὁπὲερ τὴν ἀκροτητὰ τὴν VOEpav 


but on the other hand , by denying Motion and Rest of These , he has moved on to Another Order ; from 
SE δια ATOOACKWV TO κινεισθαι καὶ EOTAVAL TOUTOV , HETABEBNKEV ET CAANV TAELV ATO 
The Intellectual Monad to The Life-Giving/Vivific Monad , showing that The One Transcends This also . 
TNS VOEPAS HOVASOS ETL τὴν ζώογονον , ATOPOALVOV το EV εξξηρήημενον Ταῦυτης και. 
Now then , by also examining the characteristics of This Order , we must show that The One is Superior 
τοινῦν και LOOVTAG TA ἰδιώματα ταῦτης τῆς TAEEMS, NUac Δει δειξαι TO EV KPEITTOV 
to such characteristics . Therefore , The Special Characteristics of This Life-Giving Divinity are surely 
TMVTOLOVTOV LOLOTNTOV . OV εξαιρεταὰ ταῦτης τῆς GCwoyovon θεοτητος Eott 6y 
Motion and Rest ; Motion on the one hand , Unfolding into Light The Fountains of Life , whereas Rest , 
κινησις καὶ OTAOIS, ἡ μεν ἐκφαινοῦσα τας πηγαςτης Cons, n 
on the other hand , Establishes It Firmly by Being Transcendent over Its Own Streams. _iIf then, 
δὲ εὃραζουσα avtnv εξηρημξνὴν τῶν OLKEL@V οχετῶν. Εαν τοινὺν 
we demonstrate that The One is Established Above every kind of Rest , and every kind of Motion , 
1154 επιδειξωμεὲεν το Ev DUTMEPLOPLOLEVOV ἀπάσης HEV OTADEWS , ATAONS δὲ KIVIOEWG , 
we would from here follow closely , how It also Transcends This Whole Series . But we will deal with 
αν εντεῦθεν ἔεχοιμὲν OTMc καὶ EKBEBNKE τῆς πασῆς τοιαῦτης σειρας. Αλλα μὲν 
these matters later on . But now it is clear that one must not only negate physical motions of The One , 
ταῦτα δεἰισαῦθις: dé δηλοι OTL SEL OD μονον αφαιῖρειν τας φυσικας κινήσεις TOD EVOG , 
when he says “then The One is Motionless according to every type of motion” (1394). If then , according 
QLTOG λεγῶν TOLVLV TOEV ακινητον KOTO TOOAV κινησιν . Ετδὲ κατ᾽ 
to him , every form of energy is motion , then The One will also be Prior to Active-Energy , so that It will 
αὐτον MACH EVEPYELA KIVNOIC , TO EV και προ EVEPYELAG , ὥστε 
also be Prior to Potential-power , in order that It may not possess a potential-power that is incomplete and 
καὶ προ δυναμεὼῶς , wa μη χη δύναμιν ατελη και 
un-actualized ; these consequences also follow necessarily . For everything that Proceeds from The One 
QLVEVEPYNTOV : ταῦτα και αναγκαιὼῶς. YAP τα παντα απο TOD EVOG 
must possess that which The One also possesses , just as that which proceeds from Being must possess 
Δει Ἔχειν α το ὃν και , καὶ ὼς TO απο TOD OVTOG 
that which Being also possesses . But matter is certainly inactive ; for that which acts , acts either 
α TO OV και . AAA vAN μὴν AvEVEpPYNTOG : γὰρ TO EVEPYODV EVEPYEL ἢ 
upon itself or upon another ; and matter , being one , is derived from The One . Therefore , no activity 
ElIGEALTON εις CAAAO : KALN LAN OLODEV ἔστιν AMO τοῦ EVOG: GPO οὐκ EVEPYELAV 
is to be postulated in The One , and thus , no potentiality , but only This ; The One Itself . But as to why , 
θετεον EVTMEVL, ὥστε οὔτε δύναμιν, AAA μονον τοῦτο TO Ev ALTO. dE ALM τι 
on the one hand , he has dealt with Motion [and Rest] before Same and Other , another reason derived 
LEV TPOEONKE τὴν κινησιν [και τὴν στασιν | TALTOD καὶ ETEPOD , AAO αἴτιον απο 
from that which logically follows , will also be given later-on . And now on the other hand , Isay from 
τῆς λογικῆς ακολουθιας καὶ ρηθησεται αὐθις. και vov δὲ Agyeo0@ απο 
the subjects at hand , that Motion and Rest are seen in The Essences/Substances of The Real Beings and 
τῶν πραγματῶν OTL κινησις και OTAOLG ορῶνται EV ταῖς ODOLOIC τῶν OVT@V και 
in Their Energies/Activities ; for The Procession Itself is Essential Motion , and Rest is Its Essential 
EV ταις EVEPYELAG yap ἢ προοῦδος ουσιῶδης κινησις, καὶ στασις ῃ 
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Establishment in Its Causes ; for surely All of Being Proceeds forth , while at the same time It Remains , 


LOPLOLG EV τοις QITLOIG : yap δή απαν TO OV TPOELOL , καὶ μενον, 
since Essential/Substantial Causes , are Prior to Sameness and Otherness ; for Beings are made Same and 


ως ουσιῶδεις αἴτιαι EOTL προ TALTOTNTOG καὶ ETEPOTNTOG : YAP TA OVTA TALTODTAL και 
Other as They Proceed from Their Causes along with Remaining in Them, on the one hand , being made 


ETEPOLODTAL προξλθοντα ATO τῶν αἰτιῶν μετα TOD μενεῖν EV αὑταῖς, μεν ετεροι-- 
Other , by The Whole Process of Proceeding , but on the other hand , being made The Same , by The 


πουμενα τῷ OAMSG προελθεῖν δε ταὐυτουμενα TO 
Process of Turning-back towards That which has Remains , and for this reason , Motion and Rest 


επιστρεψαι προς TO μειναν . καὶ δια ταῦτα TN κίνησις καὶ ἡ στασις 
are then arranged before Sameness and Otherness , since They Arise Prior to Them . For this reason also , 


ποτε TPOTATTOVTAL TAVTOTN TOG και ETEPOTNTOG , ὡς APYOPEVAL TPO EKELV@V. ALO καὶι 
in the Sophist (249) , he arranges Motion and Rest directly after Being , and then Same and Other ; and 


ev Σοφιστη TOTTEL κινησιν και OTAOLV μετὰ TO OV, ELTA ταῦτον καὶ ETEPOV : καὶ 
since on the one hand , Being is Monadic , by not having a contrasting idea ; whereas on the other hand , 


1155 yap μὲν toovEeotiv μοναδικον, οὐκ εχον αντιθεσιν : δὲ 
Motion is Dyadic , since all Procession is from somewhere to somewhere ; but Rest is Triadic , since 


ῃ κινησις δυαδικη. YAP TAGA προοδος ποθεν ποι : δε ἢ στασις τριαδικον, 
It Turns-back and comes to Rest , after Proceeding-forth ; but Sameness is Tetradic , for of the numbers , 


ανακαμψασα καὶ ιδρυσασα μετα TO TPOEADELV : SE ἡ TALTOTIS TETPASIKOV , YAP TOV ἀριθμῶν 
Four is The First of which The Length and Breadth are The Same ; but Otherness is Pentadic , for It 

Ἢ τετρὰς ἢ πρῶτη ταυτομήκης : δὲ ἡ ετεροτῆς TEVTASIKOV , YAP αὐτῇ 
Purely Divides The Even and The Odd . Therefore on the one hand , these conclusions are derived from 


ἀκρατῶς SUGTIOL καὶ TO APTLOV καὶ περιττον. ODV μὲν Ταῦτα απο 

The Speculation of The Metaphysical Realities ; but on the other hand , the necessary nature of the 
τῆς θεωώριας τῶν πραγματῶν ᾿: δε ἡ αναγκη τῆς 

sequence of the propositions , will become clear a little later , in our setting out of our propositions . 


ακολουθιας TOV TPOBANLATOV , EOTAL καταφανής μῖκρον LOTEPOV , EV τοῖς TPOKELLEVOLG . 
BEING 


.. No, that which does not exist in any way at all 


Motion Rest 
ai A 


Sameness Otherness 


Η Φ 


Parmenides: For that which is moved will either move in place or change from place to place . 


138c OTL YE KIVODHEVOV av ἢ dEpolto ἢ QAAOLOLTO 
for these alone , are the types of motion . 
YAP ALTAL HOVAL κινήσεις 
Aristotle: Yes. 
No. 


Since we are inquiring whether The One is in motion or not , for this must be considered first , 


Ἐπειδὴ ζητοῦμεν εἰιτὸ. τοὲν κίινξιται ELTE μη. YAP τοῦτο OKENTEOV προτερον, 
let us make a division of all the motions . Thus on the one hand , we also found such a division in the 
διειλομεθα TAG πασας KIVNOEIG: AAAG LEV και ταῦτας διειλομεθα Ev 
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Laws (X 893b) , according to The Perfect Division of The Decad , by identifying eight passive motions , 
Νομοις κατα τὴν παντελῆ SIALPEGLV τῆς δεκαδος, μὲν ELMOVTEG OKT τας παθητικας, 
and one that was active indeed , but which required the mover to be one and the moved to be another , 
δὲ μιαν την EVEPYNTIKNV μὲν, αλλα SEOLEVOV TOD κινοῦντος ἀλλοῦ καὶ TOD KOVODLEVOD αλλου 
and brought to completion one motion out of both of them ; but The Tenth One , which is Active and also 
καὶ αποτελουμδξνήῆν μιαν εξ αμφοτερῶν, SE τὴν λοιπῆν ενεργήτικην τε καὶ 
Arises from Itself , and in which That which Initiates Motion and That which is Being-Moved are One , 
APYOLEVHV Ad’ EALTNG καὶ EYOLOAV κινοῦν καὶ το KLVODHEVOV εν, 
being that which we customarily call The Self-Motive Nature . But now however , it is suitable to make a 
Olav δειῶθε λεγειν τὴν αὐτοκινῆήτον. de Novi προσῆκεν 
different and more focused kind of division , in order that we may not be involved with physical concepts 
αλλον συνοπτικῶώτερον τροπον OLEAELV , Wwa μη διατριψῶμεν εν φυσιολογουντες 
when talking about Divine Natures . How then are we to comprehend all these motions in a summary way 
τοις λογοις περι τῶν θειῶν. Πωςοῦν av περιλαβῶμεν πασας ODVTOUOSG 
than by dividing them into two ? For surely that the motions under discussion , are not to be considered 
Ἢ τεμοντες αὑτας εἰς δυο ; γὰρ SN OTL τας KIVNOEIG TPOKEILEVaG LN ηγεισθαι 
only as material ones , but also as comprehending all The Immaterial Motions , he himself has made clear 
μονον σώματικας, αλλα καὶ περιληπτικας πασῶν TOV AOMUATWV, αὕτος εποιησεν SNAOV 
by saying , “for these alone , are the types of motion”. Therefore , whether we may postulate the motions 
ειπῶν., YAP AVTOAL HOVOL κινήσεις . ovv Ete elev ἀναχθήσονται κινήσεις 
of The Soul , or of The Intellect , we must grasp how these motions are seen under these two headings ; 
ψυχῶν, ElTE voepar , δδειλαβειν OTLMG LILO ταῦτας 
such as spatial motion or non-spatial alteration . It is also clear , that Every Vivific Genus of The Gods 
τὴν φοραν και τὴν αλλοιῶσιν. Και δηλον οτι παν το CwoyoviKov γενος τῶν θεῶν 
belongs to all such motions , if indeed all Life is Motion , by the reckoning of Plato (Laws Χ 895c) , 
ἔσται TOV πασῶν TOLOVTOV KLVIOEOV , ELTEP πασα CMON KIVNOIC , κατὰ THY ψηφον tov Πλατῶνος, 
and every motion is brought under these motions , as the present argument asserts. Surely then, 
1156 και πασα κινησις AVAYETAL ὑπο ταῦτας τας κινήσεις, ὡς O παρὼν AOYOG διατεινεται. δη OVV 
let us look at everything that is moved . Thus , let our discussion first take a look at bodies , either those 


Ορῶμεν απαν το KIVOLHEVOV : δὲ ἡμῖν ολογος πρῶτον γινεσθῶὼ ETL TOV OMLATOV , ἢ τῶν 
that undergo some internal or those that undergo some external change . For on the one hand , that which 
μεταβαλλον TL EV αὑτῷ ἢ τῶν εξωθεν . yap LEV To 
exchanges one place for another undergoes some change external to themselves ; but on the other hand , 
μεταβαλλον TOTOV εκ TOTOD LMOLEVEL τινος μεταβολὴν εξωθεν τῶν : δὲ 


that which comes to be or perishes or increases or decreases or is compounded or dissolved , is said to 
TO γιγνομενον ἢ φθειρομενον ἡ αὐξομενον ἡ μειούμενον ἡ ODYKPLVOLLEVOV ἡ SLAKPLVOLIEVOV , ASYETAL 
come to be and perish and undergo all these other alterations , by some change internal to themselves . 


γίγνεσθαι καὶ φθειρεσθαι καὶ TADYELV TA HAAG τινος ποὺ μεταβαλλοντος EV ALT@ TOV. 
Therefore , on the one hand , that which changes in its external relations is said to move spatially ; for 


οῦν μεν To μεταβαλλον κατα τὸ εξωθεν δλεγεται φερεσθαι : γὰρ 
such motion is local , for location is external to bodies ; whereas on the other hand , all that which moves 


TN] TOLAVTN κινησις TOTIKN , YAP O TOMOG EOTL EEM TOV σώματωῶν : OE παν TO KIVODHEVOV 
in relation to something internal is said to undergo alteration , whether it undergoes generation or 

KOTO τι τῶν εν ξαῦτω AsyeTal αλλοιουσθαι, ElTE  DMOLEVEL γενεσιν ELTE 
destruction or increase or decrease or composition or dissolution. For nothing undergoes (internal) 


φθοραν ELTE ALENOLV ETE HELOLV ELTE συγκρισιν ELTE SLAKPLOLV . γὰρ οὐδεν γινεται 
alteration simply by being moved in space ; and surely such motion is also appropriate to Divine Bodies , 


αλλοιον LEV KIVODHEVOV Κατα τοπον: καὶ δη ἡ TOLALTY κινησις και LTAPYEL τοις θειοις σώμασιν 
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by being Unalterable according to Essential-Being ; for since on the one hand , They also had to be 
Ἔχουσι TO αναλλοιῶτον κατ᾽ οὐσιᾶν : YAP EEL μεν EKELVO καὶ ξδει ειναι 
in motion , because the condition of Always Being in The Same Way and according to The Same is only 
κινητὰα διοτι το αξι ἔχον ὡσαύτως και KATA τααῦτα μονοις 
proper to The Most Divine of all existents , whereas on the other hand , the nature of body is not of This 
προσήκει τοῖς θειοτάτοις παντῶν, δὲ φύσις σώματος οὐ ταύτης 
Order , as we have learned in the Statesman (259d) , but by being The Very First among all visible entities 
τῆς TAEEMS , ὡς μεμαθήηκαμεν εν Πολιτικὼ , «GE οντὰ πρώτιστα τῶν ορατῶν 
They possess ἃ Subsistence which is Perpetual . For Those that are Primary in each Order have The Form 
EXEL τὴν ὑυποστασιν αἰδιον. yap Τα πρώτιστα EV EKAOTH ταξει EXEL μορφὴν 
of Those that are Prior to Them [ET Prop 112], and so they are moved , but only according to The Motion 
TOV TPO αὐτῶν ,KOL μὲν κινειται, δὲ μονην κατα τῆν κινησιν 
which Preserves Unaltered , The Essential-Being of Those being-moved . Surely then , on the one hand , 
NTIS φυλαττει AVEFCAAAAKTOV τὴν OLOLAV τῶν KIVODHEVOV . én LIEV 
that which is spatially moved is of this nature , but that which changes according to one of its internal 
To κατα τοπον KIVOLHEVOV τοιοῦτον, SE μεταβαλλον κατὰ τι εν εαῦτωῳ 
parts , becomes altered. For such a state is most proper to The Ideas-in-matter , as the Timaeus (50c) 
TOV YLYVETAL AAAOLOV. yap Το TOLOVSE μαλιστα προσήκει τοις ELOEDLV ενυλοις, ὡς O Τιμαιος 
has also taught , so that alteration is proper to the changes of These Entities , as The Ideas enter 
καὶ ἀανεδιδαξεν, WOTE TO αλλοιον εστι OLKELOV ταῖς μεταβολαῖς TOLTOV , τῶν ELOMV ELOLOVTOV 
and exit . So much then, on the one hand , for bodily motions . But on the other hand , all such motions 
TE καὶ εξιοντῶν. OLVTM@ AAA’ μὲν AL OMLOATIKAL κινήσεις : δὲ πασαι 
are comprehended through spatial motion and alteration , and which in the Theaetetus (1814), Socrates 
περιλαμβανονται Sia τῆς φορας και τῆς ἀλλοιώσεως, καὶ ας EV OsaItTHT@ 0 Σωκρατῆης 
is looking towards as the sole type , inasmuch as he is contending with Heraclitus , when he makes this 
1157 opa@v εἰς τῆς μονας, até αγωνιζομενος προς Ηρακλειτον πεποιήται ταῦτην 
division of motions there . But by ascending (from bodies) to souls , we see that in these also , on the one 
τὴν τομὴν TOV κινησεῶν κακει. dE AVABAVTES Επι TAG ψυχας AV OPWLLEV OTL EV ταῦταις καὶ μὲν 
hand , one can distinguish between spatial motion in one way , and alteration in another way . For insofar 


αν ELTOLG τὴν τοπικὴν AAAWS , OE THV AALOLOTIKNV AAAWS . Yap KaBocov 
as they take on different Ideas at different times , through their contact with various Ideas Assimilating 
επιβαλλουσι αλλοις ELSEDLV αλλοτε HEV , δια τῆς ETAONG τῶν TOLKIAMV ειδῶν εξομοι-- 


Themselves to Their Own Intelligibles , They Themselves also appear multiform , in a way ; by partaking 


—ODHEVAL τοις EAVTHV νοητοῖς, GALTOL καὶ AVAPALVOVTAL TOADELSEIG πῶς , LETEXODOAL 
in The Energies of The Objects of Their Intellection ; always being The One or The Other and by Being 


ταῖς EVEPYELAG τῶν νοουμδνῶν αδι αλλὼν καὶ αλλῶν καὶ οντῶν 
Disposed-together with Them , therefore in my view , to this extent , there is alteration in These also . 


συνδιατιθεμεναι ALTOS, OLAL , KATA τοσοῦτον, EOTLV ἡ αλλοιῶσις EV ταῦταις και: 
Whereas on the other hand, insofar as souls are active around The Intelligible Place, and traverse through 


δε av καθοσον ενεργοῦσι περι TOV VONTOV τοπον, καὶ διεξοδευουσιν 
The Whole Plain/Scope/Range of The Ideas , which is both External to them and Encompasses them 


TO TOV πλατος τῶν ELOWV ον τ εξἕω αὕτωῶν και TEPLEYOV ALTAG 
on all sides , therefore to this extent in turn , they bring about their motion locally , Plato also , in the 


ATAVTAYOVEV , KATA τοσοῦτον TAALV ποιοῦνται τὴν κινησιν τοπικηῆν, τοῦ Πλατῶνος ev 
Phaedrus (247c) who also knows The Intelligible Place and calls The Energy about their souls 


Φαιδρώ καὶ ειδοτος TOV νοῆτον τοπον καὶ EKEL KAAODVTOG τὴν EVEPYELAV περι αὐτῶν ψυχῶν 
There , a Period/Cycle and a Circulation/Circuit , so that they undergo both alteration and spatial motion . 


EKEL TMEPLOSOV και περιφοραν . WOTE Και αλλοιουνται καὶ KATO τοπον κινοῦνται. 
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Souls experience on the one hand , internal alteration according to That which is Vital (for it is This that 
Και LEV αλλοιουμδναι κατα το ζωτικον (γαρ τοῦτο το 

is Disposed together with and Assimilated to The Objects of Its Vision), whereas on the other hand , 
συνδιατιθεμενον καὶ εξομοιοῦμενον τοῖς OEauaor ), δὲ 

according to That which is Gnostic , souls are locally transported , from one Object of Intellection to 
KOTO TO YVMOTUKOV τοπικῶς μεταβαϊνοῦσαι απ’ αλλῶν vonta εις 

Another and by going round These and turning back to The Same Ones in their Intellections ; or rather , 

αλλα καὶ ATO περιιοῦσαι TOV αὑτῶν καὶ ἀανακαμπτοῦσαι εἰς TA AVTA ταῖς νοησεσι, δὲ μαλλον 

souls contain within themselves The Causal Sources of internal alteration and of external alteration 

προειληφασιν EV EADTALIC τας QUTLAS τῆς AAAOLMOEMS και τῆς μεταβολης 

according to place . Then again if you contemplate The Much-Celebrated Intellect Himself , you will find 

κατὰ τόπον. de καὶ Et θεωρήησειας TOV TOADDUVNTOV νοῦν αὐτον, ευρήησεις 

in This also , The Paradigms/Models Subsisting Intellectually of both Internal and External Alteration 

EV TOLTM και TOA παραδειγματα νοερῶς τε τῆς καὶ τῆς κατὰ τοπον ἀλλοιώσεως 

of Motion ; for by Participating , on the one hand , of The Nature of The Object of Intellection in The 

κινησεῶς : YAP TW LETEYELV μεν τῆς PUOEWS TOD νοουμξνοῦ εν TO 

Intellection and by becoming a certain Intelligible itself by Intellecting it also becomes internally altered 

νοεῖν και γιγνεσθαι τι VONTOV ALTOS νοησας καὶ γενεται αλλοιος 

in relation to its Intellectual character ; for The Participations are generally said to Bestow Something on 
περι τὴν VOEPAV τῆν LOLOTHTA: yap αἱ μεθεξεις παντελῶς Asyovtat διδοναι τι 

the participants , rather Different from their own nature , but Intellect Participates of The Intelligible , but 

τῷ METEYOVTL GAAOLWTEPOV τῆς αὐτῶν φυσεῶς, δὲ OVOLDG μετεχξι τοῦ VONTOD , AAA’ 

not the other way around . Then by Intellecting in The Same , according to The Same , and in The Same 


1158 οὐκ εμπαλιν : δὲ τῷ VOELV EV τῷ αὐτῷ κατὰ TAALTA καὶ ὡσαύτως 
Way , and by Energizing about Its Own Intelligible Object , as if about Its Own Center , it Pre-Compre- 
και E§VEPYELV υπαρχον TO νοῆτον οἷον περι αὐτοῦ κᾶντρον, προει- 


hends The Paradigm of Circulation in This Realm. And so in the Laws (8984) Plato compares/likens 
—ANOEV TO TAPASELYUG τῆς περιφορας ἐνταῦθα : KaLOLT@ EV Νομοις αὑτοῦ ELKAGAVTOG 
The Motion of Intellect to the motion of a well-rounded sphere , because Intellect is That which Moves 
τὴν KIVNOLV τοῦ νοῦ κινησει δντορνοῦ σφαιρης, δια τοννοῦν TO κίῖινεισθαι 
according to The Same and In The Same Way and about The 58Π|6, just as the sphere also does . For 
τὰ ALTA και ὡσαυτῶς καὶ περι ALTA , ὥσπερ τὴν σφαιραν και. γὰρ 

there is also in Intellect , they say , a Round Dance and a Procession/Orbit (Thea 173c) , but not as in souls , 
Eott και EV νὼ , dacl, YOPELaA και διεξοδος , AA’ OLY ες EV ψυχαις, 
but rather of having Danced and having Proceeded according to The Singular and Simple and Focused 

αλλ τοὺ κεχορεῦκεναι TE καὶ διεξωδεῦκεναι κατὰ τὴν μιὰν και απλην καὶ αθροαν 
Energy of Intellect . Accordingly then , at all levels , we find motions to be alterations and movements 


EVEPYELAV TOD νου. apa Πανταχοῦ EVPOLEV τας KIVNOEIG αλλοιῶώσεις καὶ φορας, 
that Subsist Intellectually/Gnostically/Unitedly in Intellect , but Psychically/Vitally/Motively in the soul , 
OLOAG νοερῶς EVTOA VO, SE ψυχικῶς EV TY] ψυχη, 


but corporeally and divisibly in sense-objects ; so that we must not wonder if these are the only motions , 


OMUATIKWS καὶ μεριστῶς EV τοις ALOONTOIS , MOTE SEL OD θαυμαζειν EAV αὐται μοναῖι κινησεις : 
for all motions are Pre-Comprehended through these . Nor must one say that he has left out self-motion , 
yap TACAL προεληφθησαν δια tovtav. Ovde det AEyElv OTL AONKE τὴν ALTOKIWNTOV , 
because the One is also self-moved ; for Parmenides himself will clearly say in what follows (139a) , that 


διοτι TOEV καὶ αὐτοκινήτον : γὰρ QUTOG σαφῶς EPEL EV TOIG EGNS 
The One “is Unmoving according to every kind of motion”. For it would also be ridiculous to declare 


TO EV ELVOALAKIVNTOV κατα πάσαν κινήησιν : γὰρ και γξλοιον φαναι 
rt 
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the One to be self-moved , if indeed on the one hand , it is impossible for The One to be many and to have 


TOEV QUTOKIVYTOV, διπερ LEV αδόνατον TO EV ELVOL πολλα καὶ εχξιν 
parts and to be in-itself [and in-another], and since on the other hand , The Self-Motive is both Mover and 


μερη καὶ ELVAL EV EALTO [καὶ EV AAA] , δὲ το QUTOKIVITOV EOTL κινοῦν και 
being-moved , and in all cases that which moves is one , while that which is being moved is another ; and 


KIVODHEVOV , καὶ πανταχοῦ TO κίνεισθαι ETEPOV μὲν, κινεῖν ETEPOV δὲ : καὶ 
for which reason , such an entity cannot be absolutely One , but it will both undergo being one , and 


510 TO τοιοῦτον οὐχ απλὼς EV, αλλα ALTO καὶ πεπονθος το EV και 
being multiple along with its unity (Soph 2446). But both Socrates , when he thus divides motions in 


πληθυομενον μετα τῆς EVMOEWS . Αλλα καὶ ο Σώκρατης οὕτῶς SIEAM@V τας KIVNOEWS EV 
the Theaetetus (156) , and Parmenides , in this case , do not leave out any other type of motion ; in the one 


Θεαιτήτω . οΠαρμενιδὴς 8δν τούτω ovde αφιησιν εξὼ μιαν αλλὴν κινησιν, μὲν 
case , when dealing with corporeal ones , but in the latter case when dealing with all motions , but here , 


OTOD TOV COMLATIKOV , δε οποῦ τῶν πασῶν, αλλα ἐνταῦθα 
with this Dyad , he comprehends The Decad of motions listed in the Laws (Χ 894). 


δια ταῦτης τῆς δυαδος TapaAauPavet τὴν δεκαδα TOV κινησεῶν EV Νομοις. 


Parmenides: But if The One should undergo alteration in any respect of Itself , 


138c ὃδὲ TO ὃν αλλοιοῦμενον που εαῦτου 
it is impossible that It should still remain One . 
QOLVATOV Tl EV. 

Aristotle: Impossible . 

QOLVATOV. 
Parmenides: Accordingly then , It will indeed not be moved according to alteration . 

apa γε οὐκ κινειταᾶι κατ᾽ αλλοιῶσιν. 
Aristotle: It appears that it will not . 
φαινεται ob. 


First , he enquired if The One is moved . But in making this enquiry , he divides motions 
1159 πρῶτον ECntet εἰ to ev κίνειται : δὲ τοῦτο ζητῶν διαιρει TAG KIVIOELG 
into Alteration and Movement , and having shown that The One is neither altered nor moved spatially , 


εις AAAOLMOLV καὶ gmopav ,Kar ἔδειξας ὡς TOEV οὔτε αλλοιοῦται OVTE MEPETAL , 
he draws the remaining conclusion , that The One does not move in this way : “The One is neither altered 


συλλογιζεται λοιπον ὡς οὐδξ κινειται TOV τοῦτον τροπον : το ὃν OUTE αλλοιοῦται 
nor moves spatially ; but everything that moves is either altered or moves spatially ; accordingly then , 


οὔτε φερεται, παν το κινουμδενον αλλοιοῦται ἢ φερεται, apa 
The One does not move”. First of all then , how are we to demonstrate that The One is not altered ? 


TOEV OUKIVELTAL . πρῶτον ODV ποθεν δειξομεν OTL το ἕν οὐκ αλλοιοῦται ; 
Surely then , if it is altered , it would possess multiplicity ; for if it also changes from itself , it will surely 


én Et ἀλλοιοῦται av εχοι πληθος: yap kav τε μεταβαλη Ab EALTOD , παντῶς 
change into multiplicity , just as surely as Being changes into not-Being ; and if it both remains fixed , on 


LETABOAEL εις πληθος, καθαπερ δὴ TO OV ειἰιςστὸ μηον :καν ALTO TE μενῃη, 
the one hand , but on the other hand , some element of it changes , then surely it will not be one , but 


μεν, δε τι αὐτοῦ μεταβαλῆ, παντῶς EOTAL οὐχ EV, αλλα 
multiple ; for it will have to be both the underlying reality , and the element that changes . But it has been 


TANVOG: YAP ALTO ἔσται TE TO DIOKELLEVOV , TE GALTO TO μεταβαλλον : δε δε-- 
shown that The One in no way partakes of multiplicity . Accordingly then , as The Soul alters through Its 


πδεικται OTL TO EV οὐδαμῶς HETEYEL πληθους. TOLWDV Και ψυχη αλλοιούῦμενη ταις 
Motions about The Real Beings , It has been shown to necessarily be a Multiplicity , by Assimilating 


κινησεσιν περι TO OVTO PALVETAL AVAYKALM@S OVO πλῆθος, εξομοιοῦσα 
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Itself at different times , to The Different Real Beings , by wiping-off and Conjoining The Vital 


εαῦτην αλλοτε αλλοις τῶν οντῶν αναματτομδνὴ καὶ συναπτοῦσαν τὴν ζωτικὴν 
Characteristic that relates It , to each of Them ; and in the same way , Intellect , in striving towards The 
LOLOTH TA QUTNV προς EKAOTA καὶ ὡσαύτως νοὺς εφιεμενος τοῦ 


Intelligible and Partaking of It , is Multiplied along with Remaining Intellect , to this extent passing into 
VONTOD καὶ μετεχῶν αὐτοῦ TANOvVETAL LETH TOD HEVELV νοῦς, τοσαῦτα YLYVOLEVOG 
and Being as many as The Intelligible Multitude . So that if indeed the One were also to be altered , while 

καὶ ὧν οσα TO νοῆτος πλῆθος : ὥστε. δεδιπὲερ TOEV και αλλοιοιῖτο 
remaining one (just as Those Others , both Soul , and Intellect) by partaking of some alteration besides 
μενον EV, OC EKELV@V TO HEV ψύχη, TO SE VOUG, PMETEYOV τινος GAAOLOD παρα 
the one , it would no longer be One only . But just as The Soul becomes Intellectual by Participating of 
TO EV αν ODKET’ EIN EVHOVOV: GAA’ ἢ μὲν ylyvetat νοερα δια TO μετασχξιν 
The Nature of The Intellect , then as The Intellect is Intelligible by no longer simply being Intellect , 
TNS φυσεῶς TOD νοῦ, OE ο VONTOG δια LNKETL μονον ELVA TO νοὺς 
by Intellecting Itself , but also The Intelligible by Being Intellected by Itself ; so also then , if the One also 
νοῶν εαῦτον, ἀλλα καὶ νοήῆτος νοηθεις ad’ EADTOD . OVTMGOLV El TO EV καὶ 
should be altered , it would no longer be simply one ; for whatever it took on , by being something other 
QAAOLOITO—, αν  ODKET’ ELN HOVOV EV: γὰρ TL O προσελαβεν, ὕπαρχον TL AAAO 
besides the One , would no longer permit the oneness of the One to remain Alone . Thus in turn , much 
παρα TO EV ODKETL EQ τὴν EVOTNTA TOD EVOG LIEVELV . δὲ αὖ Πολλω 
more 50, if the One itself had also changed from itself , it would have become not-One ; for everything 
HOAAOV , εἰ το EV ALTO καὶ HETEBAAAEV Ah’ αὐτου, αν εγιγνετ᾽ OLY EV: γὰρ παν 
that is altered must also change into that which it is not . Accordingly then , The One does not alter ; for 
TO CAAOLOVHEVOV ἀναγκαῖον καὶ μεταβαλλεῖν εις O EOTLUN. APA TO EV Οὐκ αλλοιοῦται : γὰρ 
either the One itself will also change , or even if it remains fixed , it will not be one , but many , 


NY TOEVADLTO και HETAPOAEL ,N παλιν μενον οὐκ EOTOL EV, αλλα πολλα 
for one part of it will change , while another part remains fixed . Thus on the one hand , Plato does not 
TO μὲν EALTOD μεταβαλλον, το δὲ vmopevov . Αλλὰ μὲν o Πλατῶν οὐδὲ 
examine this , since it had already been thoroughly discussed by the argument that The One has neither 
1160 εξητασεν τοῦτο ὡς non διαβεβλήημενον απο του το EV ἔχειν μήτε 
parts nor multiplicity ; but on the other hand , he simply reminds us that The One Itself cannot be altered , 
μξερῃ NTE πληθος: δὲ  EKELVO μονον ὑπεμνῆσεν OTL το EVALTO οὐδε αλλοιωθησεται, 
in order that It not forsake The One . 

wa Un amoAEON TO EV. 


Parmenides: But will it then be moved in place ? 

138c αλλ᾽ apa φερεσθαι τῶ ; 
Aristotle: Perhaps . (tows .) 

Parmenides: But if indeed The One is moved in place , 


KOLEL UNV TO EV φεροιτο, 
it will either be carried round in the same circle , or it will change from one place to another . 


αν τοι TEPLMEPOITO EV TH αὐτῷ KLUKAW ἡ μεταλλαττοι εξ ETEPAV χώραν ETEPAG . 
Aristotle: Necessarily so . (avayKn .) 


Parmenides now passes on to the other type of motion , that of movement , and demonstrates 


Μεταβεβήηκεν emt θατερον ειδος τῆς KIVNGEWS , TO TNS φορας : και δεικνυσιν 
that the One does not move according to this mode , by first dividing movement , into both , the motion 


ὡς TOEV ODOEKIVELTAL κατα τοῦτο, πρῶτον SLEAOLEVOG τὴν φοραν εἰς TE τὴν κινησιν 
around the same place , and the transition from one place to another ; for everything that moves in place , 
περι TOV AUTOV TOTOV και τὴν μεταβολὴν AT’ αλλης ET’ AAANV : YAP παν TO κινουμενον κατα TOTOV , 
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either keeps to the same place , on the one hand , by remaining intransitive as a whole , while on the other 
ῃ φυλαττει TOV ADTOV TOTOV , LEV μενον αμεταστατον OAOV, δε 
hand , it moves only in relation to its parts , or it moves both as a whole and in its parts , coming to be in 
KLVODLEVOV HOVOLG τοῖς μοριοῖς, ἢ κίνειται καὶ TM OAW καὶ τοῖς LOPLOLG , YLYVOLEVOV EV 
one place after another . For these are four cases ; 
CAAW TON KALOAAW. yap ταῦτα sot Τετταρα,, 
(1) that it moves as a whole and in its parts , coming to be in one place after another , 
TO κινεῖσθαι TM OAW καὶ TOLG HOPLOLG YLYVOHEVOV EV CAAW TOT και AAAD , 
(2) or that it neither moves as a whole nor in the parts , 
TO ENTE TW OAM μῆτε τοῖς μοριοις, 
(3) or that it moves as a whole , but not in its parts , 
TO μὲν τῷ OAM, SE UN τοῖς MOPLOLG , 
(4) or that it moves in its parts , but not as a whole , 
TO μὲν τοις μορίοις, SEUN THM OAD. 
But of these four , that it moves (3) as a whole while its parts remain stationary , is impossible , for if 
dE Τουτῶν TOV TETTAPWV TO HEV κινεισθαι OAOV τῶν μοριῶν HEVOVT@V, αδύνατον : γὰρ 
the whole moves so also do the parts of which the whole is formed ; while moving (2) neither as a whole 
τῷ OAM κινεῖται καὶ AUA τὰ WEPN EF MV TO OAOV : τὸ δὲ κινεισθαι μὴητε TO OAOV 
nor in its parts belongs to those that are stationary . Therefore , surely both that which does not move (4) 
μητε τὰ LOPLA LTAPYEL τοῖς ἕεστῶσιν . ODV én ἢ το μη κινεισθαι 
as a whole , but moves in its parts , and that which both moves (1) as ἃ whole and in its parts remains . 
OAOV KIVOLHEVOV TOV LOPLOV , ἢ TO καὶ κινεισθαι ολον και ταμερῆη Λειπεται. 
Thus the former (4) produces the motion of a sphere or a cylinder , when these move about their own 
Αλλα TO μὲν πρῶτον TOLEL κινησιν σφαϊρικὴν ἡ KLALVSPLKNV , OTAV ταῦτα KIVITAL περι EAVTOV 
axis , while the latter (1) produces the transition from on place to another , when a whole exchanges , 
τοὺς agovac : To δὲ δεύτερον τὴν μεταστασιν AN’ AAANS χῶρας εις AAANV , OTAV OAOV apELBOV 
in its own way , laying hold of one place after another . Therefore , on the one hand, it is clear from 
TOV EAVTOD TPOTOV KATAAGUB AVY καὶ αλλον TOTOV καὶ AAAOV.ODV μὲν δήηλον ano 
this division that in such a way arise the necessary differences of motion . But on the other hand , we see 
τὴν διαιρεσιν OTL εἰς ταῦτα γιγνεσθαι τῆς ἀναγκαῖον διαφορας.. δὲ Opmpev 
these two motions not only in sense-objects ; first of all then , by the circular motion of Heaven , 
τας ταῦτας δυο κινήσεις OD HOVOV EV τοις αἰσθητοις, μὲν ODV περι τὴν KLUKA® TOV OLPAVOV , 
by Its change of place as a whole in relation to those situated beneath the moon , but also in The Realms 
δε τὴν μεταστασιν καθ’ OAG περι τοὺς LTO τὴν σελήνην, SE καὶ EV τοις 
Beyond these . For on the one hand, the partial soul , through its movement upwards and downwards , 
116lemeketva τουτῶν, μὲν τῆς μερικηῆς WoOXYNS, δια τῆς POPAG AVWTEKAL KAT 
and its transitive energy according to the linear , provides the paradigm for the motions of wholes , 
καὶ TNS μεταβατικῆς EVEPYELAG KATA UNKOS , φερούσης TAPAdELYHA τῶν κινησεῶν καθ’ OA , 
whereas on the other hand , The Intellect , through Its Unchanging Reversion towards The Intelligible , 
δε τοῦ νοῦ δια τῆς ἀμεταβατοῦ στροφης εἰς TO VONTOV 
Causally Pre-Comprehends the circular motion ; and not only The Intellect , but also every Divine 
[δι᾽ AITLAV] TPOELANHOOTOS τὴν KLKALKNV κινησιν, καὶ οὐ HOVOV τοὺ νου, αλλα καὶ TAONS θειας 
Soul , by Its Dance Round The Intellect , takes on The Incorporeal Circular-motion . For which reason 
ψυχῆς δια τῆς YOPELAG περι TOV νοῦν προσλαβούυσης τὴν ἀσώματον κυκλοφοριαν. Οθεν 
we have already also said that the Athenian foreign-guest in the Laws (8980) compared The Energy of The 


non καὶ etmousv ag OAONVaIog Eevog ev Nowoic απεικασε τὴν EVEPYELAV TOD 
Intellect to the imitation of a Well-Rounded Sphere . And surely indeed , Parmenides himself , in calling 
vou μιμηματι EVTOpvod σφαιρας.. Kat μεντοι kat οΠαρμενιδης avtos ἀποκαλῶν 
Td 
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Being a Sphere , and saying that It Intellects , will clearly be prepared to characterize Its Intellections as 


TO OV σφαιραν καὶ AEYMV ALTO νοξῖν, SNAOVOVTL προσερδι αὐτοῦ τὴν νοησιν 
circular motion . Surely then , The Timaeus (36c) by having bent into a circle , the linear progression 
σφαιρικὴν Kkivynow.dnde O Τιμαιος κατακαμψας εις κυκλοὺς τὴν κατὰ μηκος προοδον 
of the soul , and by making the one of The Circuits Inner , and the other Outer , in both cases according to 
TNS ψυχῆς, καὶ ποιησας TOV HEV τοῖν κυκλοιν 0M, Tovde sf, αμφοτεροὺς KATA 
The Demiurgic Causal Source , granted to Them an Eternal and Intellectual Procession Prior to bodies , 


τὴν δημιουργικὴν AITLAV , EVOESWKE αὐτοῖς αἰδιον καὶ VOEPAV TPOOSOV TPO TOV G@ALATOV , 
and the theologians also know of Incorporeal circular-motion , whenever the theologian (Orpheus) 


καὶ TOV θεολογῶν ELSOTOV THV AOWLATOV κυκλοφοριαν, OTAV HEV O θεολογος 
of the Hellenes declares about The Primary and Hidden God, who is Prior to Phanes , 


Ελληνὼν A€yN περι TOD πρώτου και κρυφιοὺῦ θεοῦ τοῦ προ τοῦ Φανητος 


Who was thus Unceasingly borne-along , In an endless circle 
oO δ’ Ατρύυτῶὼς EPOPELTO KATA απειρεσιον κύκλον Frag 71 -Kern 
Then , the Oracles bring to light that 
dé TaAoyia anodaivetar 
All The Fountains and Archetypes Whirl , 


TACAG TNYAG καὶ apyac divEetv 
and yet Always Remain-Fixed in an Unwearying Revolution . 
TE CEL LIEVELV QOKV® OTPOOAALYY1 Frag 49 3-4 -DP 


Since everything that revolves in a circle has stability mixed in with its motion , it is also reasonable 
1162 yap Παντος στρεφομξνοῦ τοῦ κύκλῳ EXOVTOG τὴν μονὴν συμμιγη TY κινήσει, καὶ ELKOTMS 
to say that It always Remains-Fixed in The Process of Turning-about ; for the name Unwearying signifies 
ElPNTAL MeL μενεῖν EV τῷ περιστρεφεσθαι, τοῦ MOKVOD ONLALVOVTOG 
Its Immaterial Nature . Accordingly then , we have The Motions of Incorporeal Beings Comprehended in 
τὴν αὐλιαν.. apa Εχομεν τας κινησεις τῶν ἀσωματῶν περιεχομανας EV 
this division also , and in this way The One is shown to be Motionless , as being Established Beyond all 


ταῦτη TN διαϊρεσει και, καὶ οὗτῶς TO EV SELKVUOTAL ακινήτον, ὡς DTMEPLOPOHEVOV πάσης 
motion , but not as being in one way motionless , but in another way being-moved . 


κινησεῶς, AAA ODV LTAPYOV πὴ HEV ἀακινῆτον, mY dE KLVODLEVOV . 


Parmenides: Is it not the case then , that on the one hand , what is being carried round in a circle , 
οὐκοῦν LEV περιφερομξνον KUKA® 
must stand firm in the middle , and have the other parts of itself carried round the middle . 


avayky βεβηκεναι ETL μεσου, καὶ EYELV TA HAAG μερη EALTOLD MEPOLEVA TO μεσον. 
But on the other hand , by what device would it be fitting for that which has neither middle 


138d de τις UNXAVN TpPOONKEL τοῦτο ὦ μῆτε μεσου 
nor parts to be carried in some way in ἃ circle about the middle Ὁ 


UNTE μερῶν evexOnvat ποτ’ KDKA® = EML TOD μεσου ; 
Aristotle: By none at all . 


οὐδεμια. 


After the division of spatial motion he shows that The One moves according to neither of these 
Meta τῆν διαιρεσιν της φορας δεικνυσιν OTL TO EV κινεῖται KOT’ ODSETEPAV τουτῶν 
motions , neither according to the circulation of its parts , nor according to the transition of the Whole . 


TOV KIVIOEOV , οὔτε KATO τὴν περιφορὰν τῶν μερῶν, OLTE KATA τὴν μεταστασιν TOL OAOD. 
And he first shows that The One does not move according to the circulation of its parts ; for one certain 


καὶ TPOTEPOV OTL TO εν OD KIVELTOL KOTO τὴν TEPLOPAV τῶν μερῶν :γὰρ τι 
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characteristic of this , is to have a central point , and surely then the extremes move around that center , 


ἴδιον ταῦτης EXElIV TO μὲεσον καὶ ON καὶ τὰ EOYATA κινεισθαι περι TO μεσον, 
and another characteristic , is that it remain stationary as a Whole , but yet to be moving according to the 
καὶ ETEPOV μεν αὐτο HEVELV KATATOOAOV, d& φερεσθαι κατὰ τὴν 


reciprocal transition of its parts ; but The One is neither a whole that has parts , nor can there be in 
αντιμεταστασιν τῶν μοριῶν : OE TO EV EOTL OLTE ολον και EXOV HEPN , οὔτε SLVATOV ELVA EV 
It any central or extreme point . How then, could It move ina circle , since It has received neither of the 
αὐτῷ τι μεσον καὶ ἐσχατον. Πῶς οὐν = av περιφεροιτο KATAdESEYLEVOV μηδετερον τῶν 
characteristics of circular motion ? Therefore , on the one hand , these conclusions have thus been drawn 
LOLOV τῆς περιφορας ; οῦν LEV Ταῦτα συλλελογισται ovta@ 
from what has preceded , as they say , according to geometric necessity. But on the other hand , in regards 
1163 δια TOV TPOELPYLHEVOV, φασιν, KATH TAG γεώμετρικας AVAYKAC : δὲ περι 
to the details of the text , one must take notice that the phrase “stand firm in the middle” is reasonably 
EKELVOIG τὴν λεξιν επισημαντεξον οτι TO μὲν βεβῆηκεναι επι μέσου εικοτῶς 
applied to the Sphere , because the center is that which establishes a fixed point for the whole circulation , 
εἴρηται τὴν σφαιραν,, SLOTL TO KEVTPOV EOTL TO edpacov τὴν πασαν TEPLbOPaY , 
and because when this is moved , the whole moves , and the whole is founded upon this , as if upon Its 
και OTL τοῦτο κινηθεν TO OAOV κινξει, KALTO ολον βεβῆκε ETL TOUTOD, οἷον ALTOD 
Hearth and Source of Cohesion , so also in the Statesman (270a) the sage there states that The Kosmos 
EOTIAG καὶ σύνοχης ,ovta kat sv Πολιτικῶ τοῦ σοφοὺ EKEL AEYOVTOG TO παν 
is founded upon “the smallest footing”, calling the smallest footing its center. But the phrase “and have 
βεβηκεναι ETL σμικροτατοῦ ποδος καλοῦντος GLLKPOTATOV ποδα TO KEVTPOV.TO SE καὶ EXELV 
the other parts of Itself carried round the middle” , must be altered slightly , for the sake of clarity , 


TO αλλα EAVTOD φερομενα TO μεσον, YPN ὑπερβιβασαι μικρον, TOL χαριν σαφους, 
in order that the whole may be such as this , “and everything which is carried round must have different 
ιν το ολὸον ἢ τοιοῦτον, καὶ TAV το περιφερομενον AVAYKN EXELV αλλα 


parts of itself , such as these kind , which are being carried around the middle” ; for only the parts of it 


μερη EALDTOD , ταῦτα οποιᾶα, τα περιφερουμενα περι TO μεσον : KAP μονα τὰ LOPLA αὐτοῦ 
moved , while the whole remains stationary . But the phrase “would it be fitting that which has neither 
κινειται τοῦ ολου Usvovtog . dE To TMPOONKEL @ μητε 
middle nor parts” , clearly makes the distinction between the center and the parts , as the center not being 


μέσου UNTE μερῶν σαφῶς αντιδιειλξ TO μξσον τοις μερεσιν, ὡς un OV 
a part ; for the center is other from all the parts of that which is being moved , by it remaining stationary 


μερος : YAP TO MEGOV EOTL ETEPOV παρα MAVTA τὰ LEPT TOD KLIVODHEVOD , αὕτο LEVOV 
while all of them move .But the phrase “to be carried around the middle” must be said to mean something 


TOVTOV EKELVOV κινούμενον. δὲ To ενεχθηναῖ επι τοῦ μεσοῦ PNTEOV σημαῖνειν τι 

such as the following ; “that which is external to the center and is being-borne round upon it , but not 
οἷον τοιοῦτον TO ον δξωθεν τοῦ HEGOD καὶ φερομᾶνον ET’ αὐτου, AAA’ovK 

towards it” , for this is a characteristic of those that move in a straight line , but embrace the center 

ET’ ALTO : YAP τοῦτο EOTLV LOLOV TOV εὐθυφορουμενῶν , περιλαμβανον aADvTO 

by circling it from all sides . For on the one hand , those that move in a straight line either move towards 


κυκλεισθαι πανταχοθεν. yap μὲν Ta κινούμενα en ξεύθειας ἢ κίνειται ETL 
the center , or away from the center ; but on the other hand , that which moves in a circle might also 


TOMEGOV,N απὸ τουμεσου: δὲ TO φερομξνον KDKALKMG αν και 
be said to move around the center , just as he said before , “to have its parts moving around the center”, 


AEYOLT’ κινειται περι TO μεσον, καθαπερ ELME TPOTEPOV EXELV ALTA μερη φερομξνα περι TO μέσον, 
and again in another way , “upon the center”, as if floating upon it and spread out upon it because of its 


καὶ aD αλλον τροπον δπι τοῦ HEGOD ὡς δπινηχομξνον αὐτῷ καὶ εφαπλούῦύμενον δια τὴν 
td 


32 


striving for its seat at the center. Unless , one might also say in another way , that it moves in a circle 
ορξξιν τῆς εὃρας κατα TO μεσον. Etun αν apa και λεγοιτο αλλῶς κινεισθαι KOKA 
upon the center as being positioned upon it , while moving in ἃ circle , as it was said in the Statesman , 
δπι TOD μεσοὺῦ WC HEV βαῖνον ETL TOUTOD , δε KIVOLDHEVOV KUKA® , ὡς εἰρηται καὶ Ev Πολιτικὼ 
that it is based on the smallest footing , in order that one part remains stationary , while the other is borne 
BOLVELV ETL σμικροτατοῦ ποῦος, ιν’ το μὲν μξνη . τὸ δε TEPNTAL 
about the middle , just as it was already said before that , that which moves in a circle rests on the center . 
MEPLTO μέσον, καθαπερ NON TPOELPIKEV TO περιφερομξνον PEBNKEVAL επι TOD μεσου. 
So much then , concerning the text . But now we may move on to the next passage of Plato . 
1164 Ταῦτα και ent τῶν AEEov : δὲ μεταβατεον Ent τὰ εξῆς tov Πλατῶνος. 


Parmenides: But certainly , by changing its place , it would become situated elsewhere , 
αλλα on αμειβον χώραν γιγνεται αλλοτ᾽ αλλοθι 
and thus be moved ? 
και ODTM κινεῖται 5 
Aristotle: In this case it would most certainly indeed . (eutep ye δη.) 
Parmenides: Is it not the case then , that it has been declared impossible , on the one hand , 
οὐκοῦν εφανη advvatov μεν 
that The One Itself be in anything at all ? 
αὐτῷ διναι EV τινι TOD; 
Aristotle: Yes . (ναι .) 
Parmenides: Take notice then, is it not still much more impossible 
Ap ovv Tl QSVVATWTEPOV 
that it should become in anything ? 
γιγνεσθαι : 
Aristotle: I do not grasp in what way , you mean this (οὐκ ἐννοῶ om.) 
Parmenides: If anything is to become in The One, is it not necessary 
ει τι γίγνεται τῷ EV, οὐκ αναγκη 
that it should neither yet be in That , since it is still coming to be ; 
μητε πῶ ὃν EKELVM ειναι ETL EYYLYVOLIEVOV , 
nor yet entirely out of That , since then it would already have become ? 
LNT ETL πανταπασιν EGW EKELVOD , EMEP δὴ eyytyveta ; 
Aristotle: Necessarily . (avay«n.) 
Parmenides: If therefore this can take place in other thing , it must only happen to that which 
138e ει GPA TOVTO AV NMELDETAL TL ἀλλο, μονον TMAOXYOLEKELVO οὐ 
will possess parts ; for one part of it will be in that thing , but another part will be out of it , at the 
ely μερῃ : γὰρ μὲν TO αὑτοῦ αν δὴ EVEKELVMTL, SE TO EIN ECHO 
same time , but that which has no parts cannot in any way be wholly within and at the same time 
αμα δὲ TO ἔχον μὴ μερη OLOV οὐχ TOL τροπῶ ξσται ολον NTE EVTOG TE ALLO 
without anything . 
μήτε E56 οὔδενι τινος. 
Aristotle: True . (αληθη .) 
Parmenides: But is it not even much more impossible that that which neither has parts nor 
d& οὐ δὁτι TOAD AdLVATMTEPOV ov UNTE εισι μερη UNO’ 
happens to be a whole to become in any way ; since it can neither exist 
τυγχάνει OV OAOV εγγιγνεέσθαι TOD , μητε 
in a state of becoming according to parts , nor according to a whole ? 
δγγιγνομενον κατὰ μερῇὴ μὴτε κατα ολον; 
Aristotle: So it appears . (φαινεταῖι .) 
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This is the remaining type of motion , when that which is moved as a whole changes 
Τοῦτο EOTL TO AELMOLEVOV ELSOG τῆς KIVGEWG , OTAV TO KLVODHEVOV OAOV μεταβαλλη 
from one place to another. Which surely through these passages it has been shown to be in no way 
εκ TOTOD τοπον. O én δια τουτῶν δειξαι μηδαμῶς 
properly applicable to The One , and once again this has been shown by means of those that have been 
προσῆκον TPOKEITAL TH EVL, καὶ παλιν καὶ τοῦτο AMO δεινυται διὰ τῶν προ-- 
previously proven ; for we have denied the attribute of being in-anything of The One , and it has been 
—dESElLYHEV@V : YAP ἡμῖν ATOTEPATAL TO EV τινι TOD EVOG . και δε-- 
shown that The One is in-nothing .But everything which moves as a whole according to place comes to be 
πδεικται ὼς TOEV evovdevt. ὃ Πὰν το κινούμενον ολὸν κατὰ τόπον τγιγνεται 
in-something ; so that The One does not move as a whole according to place . But that it is impossible for 
EVTIVL : GPa TOEV οὐ κῖινειται ολον κατα τόπον. δὲ OTL αδυνατον 
The One to come to be by changing from one place to another , is clear. For either it must be as a whole 
TO EV γιγνεσθαι μεταβαινον απ’ AAAOD TOTOD εις AAAOV, SNAOV. yap H EOTLV ολον 
inside each place , or as a whole outside each place , or one part of it must be in one place , and the other 
EVTOG EKATEPOD ,N OAOV  EKTOG EKATEPOLD, TN TO μὲν αὐτοῦ δι ; το δὲ 
in another. But if it is outside of each as a whole , by being in neither , it would not be conveyed from 
EVOAAM@. AAA’ ELTE EKTOG EKATEPOD ολον, OV EV ODOETEP αν οὐκ φεροιτο εκ 
one place to the other ; for if indeed again it is either inside each as a whole , it would not once again still 
TOD ETEPOD εἰς TO ETEPOV: ἢ παλιν ETE EVTOG EKATEPOD OAOV, αν οὐκ παλιν Tl 
be moved from the former place to the subsequent place . But if one part of it is in one condition , and the 
1165 κινοιτο ἀπο TOD TPOTEPOD TOTOD Etc TO EXOHEVOV. de Εἰ τὸ μὲν αὐτοῦ El WSL , TO 
other in another , it will be divisible ; but The One is in no way divisible ; consequently The One cannot 
OE EV TO AOLNW , EOTAL μεριστον : SE TO EV οὐδαμῶς HEPLOTOV : apa TO ὃν οὐκ δυναται 
come to be in anything ; for if it is going to be divisible , it is necessary that the One come to be , either 
γίγνεσθαι = EvTiVvl : yap él ἔσται μεριστον ElVOL AVAYKN TO EVYLYVOHEVOV ἢ 
outside both places as a whole , or inside both as a whole ; but both these alternatives are impossible . 
EKTOG αμῴοιν ολον, ἢ EVTOG ολον ᾿: δε ταῦτα advvata 
Consequently , The One does not come to be [in anything] . But that this is even more impossible than 
apa TO εν οὐκ δγγιγνεξται [ev tivi] . δε Ott τοῦτο QSLVATWTEPOV 
being in something , is clear. For observe that there may be Some Whole Being which is neither external 
TOD ELWALEV τινι , ONAOV. yap Λαβοις αν TLOAOVT@V OVI@V ον UNTE EKTOG 
nor internal to anything , but both external and internal ; for it is thus that The Soul and The Intellect are 
UNTE EVTOG τινος, αλλα καὶ EKTOG καὶ EVTOG : YAP οὕτω ἡ ψύχη και ο vous 
said to be both inside The Kosmos and outside The Kosmos ; but it is impossible , for the whole to arise 
ASYOVTAL ELVAL καὶ EV TH κοσμῶ καὶ EF TOL KOGLLOD : bE ὑπαρχξιν ASLVATOV , ολον γιγνομενον 
in something , which is neither outside nor inside . So then , it is even more impossible for The One 
δεν τινι , O€OTIV UNTE EKTOG ENTE EVTIOG: apa QSVVATOTEPOV TO EV 
to come to be in something than to be in something , both as a whole and as having parts . If by The Soul 
TO ιγνεσθαι εν τινι TOLD ELVALEV τινι καὶ ὡς ολον καὶ ὡς ExXoV μερη. Εἰ apa τὴν ψυχὴν 
we are to mean not only our soul , but also The Divine Soul , and say that It Contains The Cause of such 
ASYOLMEV μη μονὴν τὴν NLETEpav , αλλα καὶ τὴν θειαν, EXELV τὴν αἴτιαν της τοιαυτης 
motion through Its transitive activity , if we look at Its partible nature , and since It Contains 
κινήησεῶς δια TO μεταβατικὼς EVEPYELAV , ATOBAEMOLIEV εἰς αὑτῆς TO HEPLOTOV , καὶ ὡς, EXOLOAV 
different Reason-sources, we will say that It takes Its Stand at different times according to different Ones, 


diadopovg  Aoyous , dNOOLEV ιστασθαι αλλο κατ᾽ αλλους., 
by being neither wholly within That, nor entirely outside That which is The Object of Its Energy/activity ; 
ODLOGV LNTE KOT’ HOVOV OAOV EKELVO , ENTE παντελῶς EKTOG EKELVOD TO EVEPYODLEVOV 
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for It does not present Itself as a whole to The Intellections of The Intellect all at once ; for it is not 


γὰρ OVTE TAPAYELV ALTHV OATV τοις VONMACLV TOD νοῦ ομοῦ : yap οὐ 
in Its nature to behold Them collectively at once , nor is It wholly separate from Intellect , but according 
πεφῦκεν OPAaV ALTA a0 pows , OTE OAH χωριζεται Tov νοῦ, αλλα KATA 
the different intellections of souls , in a certain way , It Arises within The Different Ideas of The Intellect 
τας διαφοροὺς VONDEIG αὐτῶν TOG γίγνεται εν τοις διαφοροις ELSEGL TOD νοῦ, 
and as it were Establishes Its Own Intellection within The Intellect as in Its Proper Place . For this reason 
καὶ οἷον εἰσοικῖζει τὴν EALTNV VOTNOLV E1G TOV νοῦν ὡς αὑτῆς OLKELOV TOTOV . Διο 
also , Timaeus (35a) did not refuse to call The Soul generated , since he had previously called It partible ; 
καὶ O Τιμαῖος καὶ οὐκ WKVIOE εἰπεῖν τὴν WOYNV YEVVITOV , ὡς TMPOELPNKEV αὐτὴν HEPLOTHV : 
for The Soul does not have that which is focused according to Its Intellection , but all Its Energy/Activity 
yap ov 8ξει to a8povv κατα τὴν VONOLV , AAA πασα ALTIS ἡ EVEPYELA 
is in a state of coming to be (past/present/future . . .) , and Its Intellections are given substance in the process 


γινεται «καὶ αὐτῆς αἱ νοησεις οὐσιῶνται ὃν μετα- 
of transition ; and for which reason Time takes its origin from It , and Time is The Measure of Its Primary 


πβασεσιν : Kal οθεν οχρονος αρχξται απ’ αὑτης, και LETPEL αὑτῆς τας πρῶτας 
Activities . Therefore , on the one hand, it is reasonable that Intellect Contains The Paradigm of Circular 


EVEPYELAG. οῦν μεν Eoukev ο νοῦς ἔχειν TO παραδειγμα τῆς KOKA 
Motion in the Purest sense , by having as Center , The Stationary (Intelligible.TT) Aspect of Itself , whereas 


ON KLVOEMG εἰλικρινῶς, LEV EYMV KEVTPOV TO μενον EQUTOD , 

on the other hand , The Many Processions of The Ideas of Being from This Hearth , as it were , of Itself , 

1166 oe τας πολλας προοδοὺς τῶν ELOMV TOD OVTOG απο TODTOD τῆς Εστιας και οἷον αὐτου, 

may be likened to the straight lines leading out from the center , but all Its Intellectual Energies , that are 
ὡς τας εὐθειας απὸ τοὺ κεντρου, ὃς πασας τας νοερας EVEPYELAC , 

The Noetic Intellections of Intelligibles and of Being Itself , may be likened to the singular manifestation 


τας VONTIKAG τῶν νοητῶν και TOD OVTOS ALVTOV , παραθεοῦσαν WG τὴν μιαν ETLOAVELAV 
of the surface that radiates out from the center and to the center itself. Whereas , on the other hand , 


τὴν τας EK TOD KEVTPOD TE KOL το κέντρον: δὲ 
The Divine Soul has also been allotted The Paradigm of both straight line and circular motion , as 


η θειὰα ψυχῆ KALELANYEVAL TO παραδειγμα καὶ τῆς ELVLTOPLAG καὶ τῆς κυκλοφοριας, ὡς 
It proceeds through The Intelligible Realm ; the one , by remaining stationary as a whole , but the other , 


ταῦτης περιοῦσα HEV TOV VONTOV τόπον, [EV LEVODOa ὡς ολη, δὲ 
by unfolding The Intelligible in Its transitions , but insofar as It is always striving as a Whole towards 


εξελιττουσα TO VONTOV ταῖς μεταβασεσιν, dE ὡς αξι επερειδοῦυσα κατα OANV 

The Object of Its Intellection It is Paradigmatic of the former ; for It both Remains Stationary and Moves 
TO EADTNV VOODLEVOV EKELVOD : γὰρ καὶ LEVEL τε καὶ κινειται 

as a Whole . Then finally , the linear motions of the partial soul clearly convey The Incorporeal Cause 

ὡς orn. OE Λοιπὴ KATO ταῖς μῆκος κινησεσι ἡ μερικὴ WOYT] σαφῶς EKHEPEL τὴν AOWLATWV CLLTLAV 

of motion in a straight line , but its motions according to reversion clearly convey that of circular motion . 

τῆς κινησεῶς Een EvPELAG , δὲ ταις κατ᾽ EMLOTPOONV τῆς κυκλοφοριας. 


Parmenides: Hence The One does not change its place by going anywhere and by becoming 


139 apa OUT’ AAAGTTEL χῶραν ιον ποι καὶ γιγνομδνον 
in anything , nor by being carried around in that which is the same , 

EV τῶ, ODT TEPIbEPOLEVOV εν τῷ αὐτῷ 

nor by undergoing any alteration . 

OUTE αλλοιοῦμενον.. 


Aristotle: It does not so appear . 
οὐκ δοιῖκεν. 
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Parmenides: Accordingly then , The One is Immoveable , according to every kind of motion . 
apa TO ὃν ακινήτον κατα πασαν κινησιν. 
Aristotle: Immoveable . (ακινητον.) 


In these statements , Plato brings together all the previously stated conclusions about motion , 
Ev τοῦτοις σύναγει παντα TA προειρημένα συμπεράσματα περι τῆς KIVNOEDG , 
and having formerly numbered them separately , he now makes one conclusion of all of them in general , 
καὶ TPOTEPOV ATNAPLOUNGALEVOS ALTA SINPNLEVWS , MOLEL EV συμπερασμα ET πασι καθ’ CAOD 
instructing us also by means of this ascent , how we should concentrate our view of The One by always 
διδασκῶὼν NUAS και δια TALTNS τῆς ανοδοῦ, πῶς YPN συναῖρειν τὴν θεαν TOVEVOG GEL 
gathering together multiplicity into that which is common , and by comprehending the parts through 


OVOTEAAOLEVOV TO πλῆθος ETL TO κοινον ,καὶ δια παραλαμβανειν Ta μερη τοῦ 
Wholes . For that which he previously divided into parts , by distinguishing motion into three motions , 
oAov . yap A MPOTEPOV KATEKEPHATLOEV λαβὼν τῆς κινησεῶς τας τρεῖς κινήσεις, 


alteration , circular motion , and straight motion , and concluding in the case of each , that according to 
τὴν AAAOLWOLV , τὴν TEPLOOPAY , τὴν εὐθυφοραν, και συλλογισάμενος Eb εκαστῆς ὡς KATA 
this , The One does not move , now having enumerated each of these separately saying , ‘by not going 
ταῦτην TO EV OD KIVELTAL, VOV ἀαπαριθμησαμενος EKAOTA ταῦτα χῶώρις TM ELMELV οὔτε τιον 
anywhere nor by being carried around nor by being altered’ , and by having made the enumeration 
ποι οὔτε TEPLMEPOLEVOV οὔτε AAAOLODLEVOV , καὶ ποιησαμενος τὴν απαιθμησιν 
in an orderly way , by returning from what has just been demonstrated to those that are Prior to them , 
EVTAKTOV AVATPEYEL ATO τῶν προσεχῶς δεδειγμενῶν επὶι τὰ TPO αὑτῶν: 
in order that he may join the end to the beginning and imitate The Circular Nature of Intellect , he has 
1167 wa συναψή TEAOG τῇ APYN και μιμησηται TOV κύκλον TOV VOEpOV , emn— 
produced a common conclusion from all of them , that “The One is Immoveable , according to every 
-YQYE KOLVOV συμπερασμα αἀπασῖν , OTL TOEV ακῖινήτον κατὰ πασαν 
kind of motion”. You see once again that the premise and the conclusion are universal , whereas the 
κινησιν. opacgKainadtv ὠς ἢ μὲν προτασις καὶ TO GDUTEPAGHA καθολικα,, SE αἱ 
proofs proceed by means of divisions ; for on the one hand , The Stationary Intellections and Reversions 
αποδειξεις TPOEANADLBAOLV μετα TOV SLALPEDEMV : YAP HEV αἱ μονιμοι VONOELG καὶ ENLOTPOOAL 
bring together the multiplicity , while on the other hand , those that subsist according to procession divide 


OVVALPOLOAL TO TANVOUG , δε αι ισταμδναι κατα τὴν προοδον διαιροῦσι 
The Whole into Its parts and The One into Its Proper Number . Thus on the one hand , these matters 
TO OAOV εἰς τὰ μερή και TO EV εις TOV OLKELOV ἀριθμον. ἄλλα μεν ταῦτα 
have been spoken of by me concerning his general procedure . 
ειρηται μοι περι αὐτοῦ τῆς ολῆς μεταχειρησεῶς. 
But on the other hand , since some people are accustomed to raise difficulties about the arguments 
δὲ Ἐπειδηὴ τινες καὶ διωθασι OMOPELV προς τοὺς AOYOUG 


which deny motion from The ΟΠΘ, let us also make some brief reply to them . Thus , 

AVALPODVTAG τῆν KIVIOLV απο TOD EVOG , φερε καὶ σύντομῶς απολογισώμεθα προς TOLTOIC . dE 
they say that it is absolutely necessary for the primal to act upon those that are secondary , for the primal 
Λεγοῦσι OTL παντῶς ἀναγκαῖον το πρῶτον EVEPYELV εις τὰ devtepa : yap 

gives unity to all of them, and it is the cause , among real beings , of all the unitary ideas that are being 
διδῶσι τὴν EVMOLV πασι AVTOIG , καὶ EOTL αἴτιον EV τοις OVOL TAVTMV τῶν EVLALOV ELOMV LLETE— 
participated . What then , should prevent one from describing This Energy of Hers as motion ? Because 


—YOHEVOV. Tl οὖν KQ@ADEL ATOKOAELV τὴν ταύτην τὴν EVEPYELAV αὑτὴν κινησιν ; OTL 
I would say , one should not rank Energy prior to Essential-Being , nor generally should one grant 
φησ , ει οὐ ταττεῖν τὴν EVEPYELAV TPO OVOLAG , οὐδὲ OAS διδοναι 
Td 


36 


Energy to The Primal (Hyparxis) ; for everything that Energizes , entirely possesses The Potential Power 
EVEPYELAV τῷ πρῶτῳ :yap πᾶν TO EVvEpyODV παντῶς δυναται 
corresponding to that which Energizes .Therefore it will be necessary for those who grant energy/activity 
τοῦτο Ο ἔὄνεργει : ODV ἔσται ὅὄὅξον τοὺς διδοναι τὴν EVEPYELAV 
to the primal , to grant it potential power as well. But if potential power and energy are situated ‘There , 
TO πρώτῳ συγχωρησαντας δυναμιν και: δὲ δυναμεῶς  KOLEVEPYELAG οὔσης EKEL, 
we will once again have multiplicity appearing in the One , and the One will no longer be One. But we 
ἡμῖν παλιν πλῆθος αναφανήησεται εν τῶ EVL, καὶ TO EV OLY €Tl εν. δεῆμεις 
(for I will state our own resolve) would say , that immediately after The One , is That which is Superior 
(yap eipno8@ το δοκουν) φαμὲν και εὐθὺς μετα TO EV ειναι KPELTTOV 
to Potential Power and is Productive of The Subsistence of Potential Power , and even more 50, of 
SVVOALEWS και υποστατικον τῆς δυναμξεὼς καὶ πολλὼ μαλλον 
Energy/Activity ; for if The Hyparxis of The Primary Triad of The Intelligibles , is Beyond All 
τῆς EVEPYELAG : YAP ELTNG LTAPEIG πρώτης TPLAdOG TOV νοητῶν EOTLV EMEKELVA TAONS 
Potential Power and All Energy/Activity , then how much more so , is The One that Transcends Beyond 
δυναμεῶὼς KOAL πάσης EVEPYELAG; APA ποσον LAAAOV TO EV, DTEPALPOV 
The Whole of Hyparxis , which we postulate to be Superior to Energy/Activity . Hence , we shall not 
πασαν ὑπαρξιν θησομεθα ElvVal κρειττον TOD EVEPYElV , και ου 
wonder how Everything Arises from The One , without the action of That. For let us dare to say that , 
θαυμαάσομεθα πῶς TAVTA GAMO TOD νος, LUN EVEPYOLVTOG EkELVOD. γὰρ KivdvveEevEt TO 
that which produces something by acting , undergoes this , through a deficiency of power ; but That 
TO παραγον τι EVEPYELV πασχειν τοῦτο δι’ ελλειψιν δυναμεῶς : δὲ TO 
which is Superior Produces by Virtue of Its Existence Alone ; thus , This Nature is free of the business 
ElVOL KPELTTOV TAPAYELV TH ElVOL = LOV® : ODV τοῦτο ἔστι ATPAYLOV 
of creation .In the same way , The Soul also vivifies everything to which It is present by only being Life , 
1168 ποιησεως. OTH ψύχη καὶ ποιῖει ζην παν τι ® AV TAPN μονον TH Elvat Con , 
and not having any other activity besides Living , but in the process of Living , It Imparts life solely 
οὐκ εχοῦσα τινα AAANV EVEPYELAV παρα TO CHV, AAA’ Ev TO CHV μεταδιδουσα Tov ζην LOV@ 
to all those that are are capable of living. And The Intellect also Gives Subsistence to those that are 
παντι τῷ SOVALEVO Cnv . Και νοῦς υφιστησι τα 
subsequent to It , by being That which It is , not having any other activity , besides Its existence , 
μετ’ ADTOV τῶ ELVAL O ἔστιν, οὐκ EY@V OAANV EvEPYELAV παρὰ το ELVOL 
that imparts existence to those to which It is imparted. But since by being Intellect , It does not only act 
διδῶσιν τοειναι οις τὴν διδοῦσαν. ὃξ Επειδὴ ὧν VOUG OD HOVOV TOLEL 
by existing , but It also Intellects that which It creates , and The Soul also recognizes that this which 
TO EWOAL, αλλα καὶ νοξι α ποιξι, καὶ ἡ ψυχῃ YlYV@OKEL τοῦτο O τι 
It creates , also lives by Its Life , it seems that both Intellect and Soul create through Gnostic Energy ; 
ποι καιζὴν TOCHV, SOKEL καὶ VOLS καὶ ψυχή ποῖειν OV γνώστικης ξνεργειας : 
but in reality , on the one hand , They create with the accompaniment of Gnostic Energy ; but on the other 
δὲ Kat’ αληθειαν μὲν TOUEL μετ᾽ YVOOTUKNS ἐνεργειας, δε 
hand , not through Gnostic Energy , for if you remove This , while leaving to The Soul that It is Life , 
OD δι’ YVMOTIKNS EVEPYELAG : KAV ἀφελὴς ταῦτην, καταλιπὼν τη μὲν TO Elval Conv , 
but to The Intellect That which It is , both Soul and Intellect will still produce that which They produced 


TO OF O €OTL , καὶ ψυχῆ και νοὺς δη παραγξι α παρῆγεν 
along with Gnostic Energy . If then , These Entities Produce by Their Existence , far more so does That 
LETO TOD γνώστικης ἐνεργεῖν. ELSE ταῦτα παραγει τῷ ειναι, TOAAM μαλλον EKELVO 
One which is Prior to Them , Produce All , by Being One in The Highest Sense , by requiring no other 
TO EV TPO TOLTMV TAPAEEL TA TAVTA TO ALTMEV υπαρχξιν , O€0HEVOV LNdE 
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activity to accompany Its Being One . For if it also created through activity , it would be necessary to ask , 
EVEPYELAG μετα TO ElVALEV. yap δι Και παρῆγεν ov EvEepyetac , E0EL Cntetv , 
that since it acts , whether the One creates its own energy or it does not create it ; for if on the one hand , 
ETELON EVEPYEL , MOTEPOV TO EV ὑυφιστησι τὴν EALTOD EVEPYELAV ἡ οὐκ ὑφιστησιν : γὰρ EL μὲν 
it does not create it , then the primal will be two , the One and the activity of the One , being different 
οὐχ LOLOTHOL , τὰ πρῶτα EOTALSVO, TO EV και ἢ EVEPYELA TOD EVOG, διαφεροντα 
from each other ; but if it creates it , it is necessary that the One should create energy prior to activity , or 
αλληλῶν : dé EL ὑυφιστησιν, αναγκη TOEV υφισταναι ταῦτην προ EVEPYELAS, ἢ 
we set in motion an infinite regression , by postulating an activity prior to activity , so that it is necessary 
OVIUEV ET’ ἀπειρον., TIWEVTEG EVEPYELAV TPO EVEPYELAG, MOTE  AVAYKH 
that The One produce Energy Itself Prior to Activity . But if this is also the case , one must not wonder 
TO EV TAPAYELV τὴν EVEPYELAV αὐτὴν TPO Evepyelac. δὲ Et τοῦτο Kat, οὐδεν θαυμαστον 
if That which is The Cause of All , should thus be Prior to all Activity , unless perhaps if one wants to 
ει TO αἴτιον παντῶν ODLTWS El] προ πάσης δνεργειας, UN apa El Tic εθελει καλειν 
call That Primal Production from Itself , Prior to all activity , an Energy of Itself , and in many cases 
καλεῖν TO πρῶτον παραχθεν AT’ αὐτοῦ TO TPO πάσης EVEPYELAG EVEPYELAV αὐτου, καὶ πολλαχοῦ 
in The Affairs of This Realm we call The Finished Products , The Activities of Those who have brought 
ETL TOV πραγματῶν THSE ἡμῶν KAAOLVTOV TH αποτελεσματα EVEPYELAG TOV 
Them to Completion. And even if one were to say this , it is clear that The Energy is not in The One , 


αὐτὰ αποτελεσαντῶν. Kat εἰ Tig λεγειτοῦτο, SnAOV OTL NEVEPyYEla OLKEV αὐτῷ 
but after It , so that The One Created That which It Created First , by having no need of Activity . 


αλλα μετ’ AVTOV , ὥστε TO EV ὑπεστησεν O ὑπεστησεν πρῶτον ov ὅξηθεν ενεργειας: 
Then , just as It Created That which It Created First , so also did It Create All. Accordingly then , 
δὲ ὡς υπεξστησε πρῶτον οὐτῶ καὶ παν: apa 


It Created All , without employing Activity . Then, if in using these very words : Created and Produced , 
UMEOTHOEV TAVTA UN δνεργησαν. δ᾽ EtAgsyovteés τοῦτο AUTO , ὑπεστησε καὶ TAPNHYAYEV , 
we are using the proper names for Energy , this should be no cause for surprise; for we apply These 
1169 λεγομὲν ονομᾶατὰ δνεργειας, τοῦτο χρ΄Ί οὐδὲ Oavuacet : yap προσαγομεν TA 
Names to The One from The Realm of Real-Beings , by these names denoting activity , signifying , The 
OVOLATA αὐτῷ απὸ τῶν οντῶν .  OVOHOOLV δνεργήτικοις σημαῖνοντες τὴν 
Inactive Manifestation of All from It . And it also seems to me , that for this reason , the inspired 
OLVEVEPYNTOV EKOAVOLV TOV TAVTOV AN’ EKELVOD. Kat kat δοκεῖ μοι δια ταῦτα O δαϊμονιος 
Aristotle , in keeping his primal source free of multiplicity , made it the only final cause of all , 
Αριστοτελῆς φυλαττῶν TO καθ’ εαῦτο πρῶτον ANANOLVTOVTOLELV HOVOV TEALKOV αἴτιον TOV πάντων, 
in order that he might not , in granting it being the creative force of all , be forced to grant it activity 
wa μη , διδοὺς ποιοῦν TAVTA , ἀναγκασθη δοῦναι αὑτῷ τὴν EVEPYELAV 

towards those that follow after it ; for if it is the only final cause , then everything energizes towards it , 

προς TO μετ’ OQDLTO: YAP El EOTLLOVOV TEALKOV, μὲν παντὰ  EVEPYEL προς ALTO , 
but it energizes towards nothing . 
δὲ αὐτο προς ovdEev. 


Parmenides: But we have certainly indeed likewise asserted that it is impossible for It 
αλλα μην γε και φαμεν αδῦνατον αὕτο 

to be in anything . 

ειναι EV τινι 

Aristotle: We have said so. (yap φαμεν .) 

Parmenides: Accordingly then , It can not at any time be in that which is the same . 

apa οὐδ’ ποτε EV τῷ εδστιν ALTO. 
Aristotle: Why then ? (τι 5n;) 
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Parmenides: Because it would be at that time in that , in which the same is . 
OTL αν ξειῆ NON EV EKELVO, EV ὦ TM αὑτῷ EOTIV. 
Aristotle: Entirely so. (mavv μεν ovv.) 
Parmenides: But It was found to be such that It can neither be in Itself nor in Another . 
αλλ’ αὐτῷ NV οἷον TE οὐτὲ EVELVAL EV εαῦτω OVTE δεναλλω. 
Aristotle: It cannot. (ov yap ovv. ) 
Parmenides: Accordingly then , The One is never in The Same . 


apa TO EV EOTLODLOENOTE EV TO ALTO. 
Aristotle: It does not appear so . 
139b οὐκ EOLKEV. 


Parmenides: But most certainly , as It is never in The Same , It can neither be at rest 
OQAAG YE μὴν τομήηδεποτε EVTMALT@ Ov’ ον NovYIAV 

nor be made to stand still . 

ov@’ aye δστῆκεν. 

Aristotle: For it is not such that it can be . 


yap ov οἷον TE. 
Parmenides: Accordingly then , The One, as it is likely , neither Stands-still nor is Moved . 
apa TO δεν , MG EOILKEV, ODO’ EOTNKEV οὔτε KIVELTAL. 
Aristotle: It certainly does not now appear to be the case . 
γξ οὐκοῦν δή φαινεται.. 


That which was required to be demonstrated from the beginning was that The One has no need 
To προκειμδνον δειξαι εξ apyns ἢν TO ὃν ἀπροσδξες 
of Rest or Motion , and is Beyond both and is The Cause of Them. For the characteristic of being neither 
στασεῶς καὶ κινησεῶς καὶ ETEKELVA αμφοιν και αἴτιον αὐτῶν... γὰρ το μητε 
at rest nor in motion does not apply to It in the same way that it does to matter , for matter participates of 
EOTAVOL μητε κινεισθαι Ov ET? αὑτοῦ ουτῶς ὡς δπιτης ὕλης. γὰρ ἡ LAN μξτξχξι 
them only to the point of mere appearance , but it applies to The One by being Superior to both , and it is 
αὐτῶν ἀαχρι ψιλης δοκησεὼς, AAA’ ὡς κρεῖττον αμφοιν καὶι ὡς 
through The One that These Genera also make Their appearance among The Real-Beings . For as one of 
δι᾽ QVTO TOLTOV γενῶν και διαφανεντῶν δν τοις οὐσι. YAP ὡς τις 
our predecessors has also said , that it is because The One is not at Rest , that Being is in Motion , and 
TOV TPO NUMEV καὶ Eon , Διοτι TO EV οὐχξεστηῆκβδ, TO ον κξεκινηται. καὶ 
because The One is not in Motion , that Being is at Rest ; for Being imitates The Immobility of The One 
διοτι OD κινεῖται, EOTIKE : YAP τῷ μὲν μιμεξιται τὸ AKIVNTOV EKELVOD 
by Its Stability , and through Its Efficacious Energy Being imitates That which is Beyond , That which 
EALTOD OTACIULM@ , εαύτου Spaoctnpia tw dE το Ὁπερ τὴν 
Abides and That which is Established In-Itself , of The One , and through both of These , It is Assimilated 
στασιν καὶ τὴν εὄραν τὴν εν αὐτῶ EKELVOD, καὶ δι’ αἀμφοτερῶὼν ομοιοῦται 
to The One , which is neither of Them . Therefore , on the one hand , the subject before us is such as it is ; 
προς TO EV ον ODvdETEPOV .  ODV μεν Το προκεῖμενον τοιυοῦτον EOTI : 
but on the other hand , the argument first demonstrates , by dividing the propositions , that The One is not 
1170 ods oO λογος πρῶτον δδειξεν διελὼν τὰ προβλήματα OTL TOEV οὐ 
in motion , by means of the formal arguments set out previously ; then in turn it demonstrates that It is not 
κινειται δια τῶν συλλογισμῶν προειρημξνῶν : δπειτα αὐθις επιδεικνυσιν OTL οὐδὲ 
at rest by means of these previous arguments now set out in the following manner. All That is at Rest 
EOTHKE διὰ τῶν τοῦτῶν προκειμβνῶν νῦν τοιονδξ TIVO TPOTOV: παν TO ξστῶς 
wishes to be in The Same , just as surely as That which is in Motion is in Different Ideas or places . 
BovAEtat EVAL EV TO αὐτῷ, KADATEP δη καὶ TO KLVOLHEVOV εστιν EV διαφοροις ELSEOLV ἡ τοποις: 
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But All That is in The Same, is in something , by clearly Being in That which is The Same . So then , 


δεπαν TO OV EV ALTM@ δεστι EVTIVL: OTL δια SNAOV OV EV ὦ ἔστι TAALTO: Apa 
All That is at Rest , is at Rest In-Something ; for on the one hand , That which is Vivifically at Rest 


παν TO EOTMG EOTWG EVTIVL :γαρ LEV TO CWTIKMG sOTWS 
is In-Itself , whereas on the other hand , that which is corporeally at rest , is in-another . And in each case , 
EOTL EV EQAUTO , δε το OMUATUKWG εναλλω. Και παντῶς 
indeed , That which is In-Itself and that which is in-another , do not escape being in-something . But if All 
YE TO EV αὐτῷ και TO EV ἀλλ OD διαφεύγει το ELVAL ὃν τινι: O€ EL παν 
That is at Rest is In-Something , then that which is not in-something is not at rest , according to the anti- 
TO EOTMG EOTLEVTIVL, TO OV μη δν τινι OLY EOTHKE κατα τὴν σὺν AVTI— 


-thetical contradiction of the premise. If then , The One is not in-something , just as it has been shown 
πθεσιν AVTLOTPOONV TNS TPOTAGEDS . Εἰ TOLVLV TO EV TO EV EOTLV μη EV τινι, καθαπερ δεδεικται 
before , but that which is not in something is not at rest , then it is clear beyond a doubt that The One is 


προτερον, δὲ TOOVUN EVTLVL οὐχ EOTIKE, δήηλον δηπουθεν OTL TOEV 
not at rest ; which is the final conclusion that he draws ; with the statement , “we have indeed likewise 
οὐχ EOTIKEV : O TEAEDTALOV ODUTEPQAOLOV EmNyaye δδια TOD μὲν γε και 
asserted that it is impossible for It to be in-anything” , by taking up the minor premise , that The One is 


φαμεν αδῦνατον avTO εν τινι , λαβὼν τὴν ἐλάσσονα προτασιν, OTL TO EV EOTLV 
not in-something , whereas with the statement , “Then It is never in the same”, he takes up the major one . 


οὐκ EVTLVL , OTL δια TOD 6E αρα EGTL OVOETMOTE EVTMALTM@, τὴν μειζονα 
Or rather , the conclusion is the combination of both ; for the major premise was that , that which is not 


δὲ MaAAov To συμπερασμα TO εξ αμφοιν γὰρ ἢ μδβιζὼῶν Ὧν OTL TO ον μή 
in-something is neither in the same , which he proved next , when young Aristotle asked , “Why then?”. 
EV τινι EOTLV οὐδὲ EV TO αὑτῷ, O KATEOKELAGEV EENS , TOD TPODSLAAEYOLEVOD ELMOVTOG «τι ON ; 
And by also asking him to demonstrate the major premise ; which Parmenides also having demonstrated , 


καὶ καὶ ENICNTNOAVTOS αὐτῷ δειχθῆναι τὴν μειζονα TpOTaGLV , NV ο Παρμενιδης Kat επιδειξας 
then goes on to conclude , “Then The One is never in the same” , which is no different from saying , 


ETNYQYEV OPA TO EV EOTL οὐδεποτε εν τῷ ALT@, οὔδεν SLAGEPOV 
“Then , The One is not at any time in the same” , because in both cases , it is expressed after a reminder 
Opa TOD εστιν οὐδ᾽ ποτὲ EVTMALT@ ο TL αμφοτερῶς εἰλῆπται μετὰ τὴν ὑπομνησιν 
of the premises ; in order that the argument may proceed in this way : “The One is not in-anything ; and 


τῶν TPOTAGEMV: τιν 0 λογος n τοιοῦτος, το EV εστιν οὐκ EVTLVL, 
That which is not in-anything is never in The Same”. Then , the second argument proceeds in this way ; 


TO OV LIN EV τινι EOTLV OVSETOTE εν τῷ ALTM@: EMEITAa SEvTEPOG λογος τοιοῦτος, 
“The One is never in The Same ; and that which is never in the same , is not stationary ; so then , The One 


TO EV EOTL ODOETOTE EV TW ALTO, TO OV μηδεποτε EV τῷ αὑτῷ OLY EOTHKE, Apa TO EV 
is not Stationary”. Then he adds , “nor is It Led to Stillness/Quietude/Rest”; for on the one hand , that 
οὐχ soTnksv . ds O TpocEONkKEV , OvO’ ayet NOLYLAV γὰρ LEV TO 
which is established in-another , also appears to be stationary , but on the other hand , That which can 
1171 ᾿τδρυμβενον εναλλυ καὶ doKel EotTAavaL, δὲ το δυνάμενον 
Abide In-Itself , can be Led to Quietude . But he has denied both of These of The One , inasmuch as It is 


LEVELV EV EALTM@ αγεῖν Novylav. dE αἀπεφησε Aphbotepa Tov EVvOG, ὡς OVTOG 
neither in another , [nor In-Itself] , as it has been shown before. So whether it is celebrated as some 


μητε EV AAAD, [NTE EV EXALTO] , καθαπερ δεδεικται TPOTEPOV . ODV ELITE EOTLV DELVODLEVN τις 

Intellectual Serenity or a Mystical Harbor , or Paternal Silence by those that are sagacious , it is clear that 
VOEPA YOANVN , ELTE μύστικος OPHOG , ξιτι πατρικὴ OlYNH παρα τοῖς σοφοις, δδηλον ὡς 

The One Transcends all These States ; being Beyond All Activity and Silence and Quietude , and 

TO EV ECNPNTAL TOV ἀπαντῶν TOLOVTOV , OV ETEKELVA καὶ EVEPYELAG καὶ σιγῆς καὶ ησυχιας καὶ 


Td 
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All Those Symbols of Stability That are Celebrated Together , in The Realm of Beings . Therefore , on the 


TOV TAVTOV συνθηματῶν GTAGIULAV ανυμνουμενῶν OOD εἔν τοῖς OLOLV. ODV 
one hand , by means of these arguments he demonstrated that The One is not at Rest ; but on the other 
LEV Avo TOUTOV EMESELEEV OTL TO EV οὐδε EOTHKE : δὲ 


hand , he added the conclusion which is common to all these and to what has gone before , that The One 
ETNYAYE OVUMEPAGHA EOTIV KOLVOV EL πασι TOVTOLG , καὶ τοῖς TPOTEPOV, TO TO EV 
is neither in Motion nor ar Rest , by stating a conclusion for this whole argument that corresponds to the 
UNTE κινεισθαι NTE EOTAVAL, ELPTNHEVIV TEAOG TOL παντος TOLTOD AOYOD EMEVEYKAV προς τὴν 
original proposition [139b>138b Dillon] . 
εξ ἀρχῆς TPOTAOL . 
But someone might perhaps raise the difficulty against us , that the One is neither 
δ᾽ τὶς av ἰΙσωςλεγῶν απορήσειξ προς ἡμὰς TO HEV TO EV INTE 
in motion nor at rest , has been sufficiently stated ; for who could raise any objection to the preceding 
κινξεισθαι UNTE EOTAVAL LKAVMSG εἴρηται : YAP τις AV δύναιτο αντιφθεψξασθαι τοις ELPNLEVOIG 
arguments ? But nothing keeps us from calling It Rest or Motion . Thus , In reply to this enquiry , we 
λογοις ; δε οὐδὲν KMADEL AEYELV ALTO στασιν ἡ κινησιν. dé Προς tavtynv τὴν Cyntnow ἡμῖν 
must state the general rule on these matters that has been stated often before , and which is as follows , 
NEKTEOV KOLVOV KAVOVO περι TOLTMV TOV εἰρημένον TOAAAKIC EUMPOGVEV OVTA TOLODTOV , 
that if there are two opposed subjects of any sort , then , The One is neither both of them together , 
OTL OVTOLV SLOLV αντικειμενοιν OTMOODV , TO EV EOTLOVTE  συναμφοτερον, 
in order that It may not become not-One and there would be prior to it , that which mixes these opposites , 
wa μη YEvntTaL οὐχ EV και προ αὐτοῦ το μιξαν τα αντικειμενα : 
nor is It simply the superior of these two opposites , in order that it may not have something conflicting 
οὔτ μονον TO KPELTTOV τοῖν αντικειμᾶνοιν, ιναὰ μη exn τι μαχομξνον 
and insofar as that is not-one , and by not being one , it should be composed of infinite parts infinitely 
και ἢ &KELVO OLY EV, KAL μὴ ονὲδν n εξ OTELPOV απει- 
multiplied , through its lack of oneness ; nor can it be the one that is inferior , in order that it may not 
—PAKIC , δια τὴν OTEPTOLV TOD EVOG : οὔτε TO YElpOV , wa un 
have something superior to it , and that this that is superior in itself should in turn , be composed of 
exn KPELTTOV και TO KPELTTOV καθ αὐτο παλιν εξ 
infinite parts infinitely multiplied . Therefore , we must state that both Primary Rest and Primary Motion 
απειρῶν OMELPAKIC . de Ρετξον OTL καὶ καὶ ἡ πρώτη στασις καὶ ἡ πρώτη κινήησις 
take Their start from Themselves ; The One is Stationary , while the other is in Motion , just as it is also 
ἄρχονται ah’ εαυτῶν, ἡ μὲν ἔξεστιν εστῶσα, καὶ δὲ κινουμενῆ, ὥσπερ και 
the case with Each of The Real Beings . Therefore , the same argument proves both , that The One is not 
EKQOTOV TOV OVTOV . ObV O avtos λογος KOU OTL TOEV OD 
in motion and that It is not Motion Itself , and that The One is not at Rest and that It is not Stationary : for 
κινειται καὶ OTL EOTL οὐκ ἡ αὐτοκινησις, καὶ OTL TO EV οὐχ EOTIKE καὶ OTL EOTL οὐκ στασις : YAP 
that which is at Rest is also Stable , not as partaking of some other rest , but as Being Of-Itself 
ἕστηκεν και ἡ στασις, οὐχ ὡς μετεχοῦυσα τινος AAAT|S στάσεως, AAA’ ὡς οὐσα ξεαύυτης 
and as Initiating Its Stable Power from Itself . For on the one hand , rest in-another , is itself not 
1172 και ἀρχομενη τῆς μονιμοὺ δυναμεῶς Ad EALTISG . YAP HEV H στασις EV αλλ αὐτὴ οὐκ 
at rest/resting , just as motion in-another is not in motion/moving , but on the other hand , Rest which is 


ἕστηκεν, ὥσπερ ἡ κινησις οὐδε κινειται. og ἡ Ovoa 
In-Itself is at Rest , just as Motion In-Itself is indeed also in Motion ; and since , how could each of These 
EV EADTN EOTIKEV , ὥσπερ ἡ κινησις δή καὶ KIVELTOL: καὶ yap TOG EKOTEPA 
Essences by Being Superior to That Essence which is in-others , not be expected to be Of-itself , and to 
ovoa KPELTTOV τῆς ovons εν αλλοιῖς οὐκ ELEAAE ELVOL EALTNG καὶι 
i 
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Energize towards Itself ? Accordingly then , The One is also Prior to Motion and Prior to all that moves , 


EVEPYELV εις EQDTHV ? apa TO EV Και TPO KIVNOEMS καὶ TPO παντος κινουμξνου, 
and Prior to Rest and Prior to all that is stationary , so that not even , if one were to say that It is the most 


καὶ προ στάσεῶς καὶ προ MAVTOG ἑστῶτος, ὥστε OVdE , ELTIG δλέξγει μὲν ALTO EdPato— 
stable of those that are stationary or the most active of those that are in motion , will we accept such 
—TATOV TOV EOTMTMV O€ EVEPYOTATOV τῶν KLVODHEVOV , αποδειξομεθα TOLOVSE 
terms ; for the extreme cases of participations do not lessen , but rather strengthen their participations . 


TOV AOYOV : γὰρ al ὑπερβολαι TOV μεθεξεῶν οὐκ AOALPOLOL , AAAG KPATOVODLOLV τας μεθεξεις. 
If then , It does not remain stationary in any way whatsoever , it is not the most stationary of all ; or else 


Etovv μηδ᾽ EOTIKEV OAWG , EOTLV οὐκ EdPALOTATOV : ἢ 
“the most stationary” is only a name , and says nothing about The One, or, if it denotes that it is the most 


TO ESPALOTATOV EOTL LOVOV ομομα καὶ AEyEl οὐδεν περι TOD EVOG, 1, EL SNAOL TO στασιμω- 
stable , it grants a higher degree of stability to That which is not stable at all. And again, if It is not 
πτατον, διδῶσιν μαλλον EOTAVAL TO μηδ᾽ EOTMS OADS . Και ει μηδ᾽ 

in motion in any way whatsoever , then It is not the most active of all ; for if the phrase “most active” 


κινειται OAWS , ἔστιν οὐκ EVEPYOTATOV YAP δῖ τὸ μὲν EVEPYOTATOV 
means nothing , it says nothing about The One ; but if it signifies that which participates most of motion , 


δήηλοι μηδὲν, Asyer οὐδὲν περι TOV δνος : δὲ EL TO μετεχον μαλιστα κινηδσεως, 
then It would not be the most active ; for activity is also a type of motion according to Plato , even if 


αν οὐκ διῇ EVEPYOTATOV : YAP ἢ EVEPYELA EOTL καὶ τις κινησις κατα Πλατῶνα,, καὶ ει 
according to others , activity differs from motion. But it has been shown by us previously , that The One 
κατ᾽ αλλοὺς ἡ EVEPYELA διαφερει κινησεῶς. dE Δεδεικται ἡμῖν εμπροσθεν οτι TO EV 
is also Prior to all Energy , because neither It , nor Those that It produces , are in need of Energy . 
ἔστι καὶ TPO TAGNSG EVEPYELAG , δι’ οὔτε EAVTO οὔτε δια TA TAPAYOLEVA SEOMEVOV EVEPYELMG . 


Parmenides: It will certainly not indeed be The Same , neither with-another , nor with-itself , 
139b μὴν Ovde ye sotartavtov ov’ ETEP® οὔτε EALTO, 
nor in turn will it be Other neither from-Itself nor from-another . 
οὐδ᾽ αὖ «AV EIN ETEPOV ODTE ALTOD OLTE ETEPOD. 
Aristotle: In what way then ? 
πη δη; 
On the one hand, he is going through all of Those that are called The Genera of Being in 


LEV ETEPYETAL Πασιν τοις KAAODMEVOIG YEVEOLV TOL OVTOG EV 
the Sophist (256) , but here , on the other hand , They Symbolize The Divine and Intellectual Orders , and 
Σοφιστη . ἐνταῦθα δε συνθημασι θειῶν καὶ νοξρῶν ταξξῶν, και 
shows in what way The One is, on the one hand , Itself The Cause of so-called transcendent negations , 


SELKVDOLV οπῶς το EV EOTL Lev QVTO αἴτιον ταῖς KAAOLHEVAIG LTEPATOPACECLV , 

yet on the other hand , It does not participate nor is any of them , in order that by means of the removal of 
δὲ οὔδενος HETELANYEV οὐδὲ εστι τι αὑτῶν, IVA δια TNS AVALPEGEMG 

all of these attributes , he may show that The One is Fixed Beyond All The Intellectual Kosmic-Orders . 


παντῶν TOVTOV δειξη TO EV LOPOLEVOV ETEKELVA ATAONS τῆς VOEPAG SLAKOGLNOEWG . 
For surely , this quality of being The Same , and Other than Itself and Others , is clearly characteristic for 


yap on Τοῦτο TO TALTOV και ETEPOV EALTM και τοις GAAOIC φανησεται χαρακτηριζον 
us of The Whole Demiurgic Order , just as the qualities Prior to These characterized The Vivific Order , 


1173 Huw παντα τον δημιούργιμον, ὥσπερ TA προ τοῦυτου τον CMOYOVIKOV , 
and those again prior to these , characterized The Summit of The Intellectual Order ; but these in turn , 


και TO προ TODTOD TOV AKPOTATOV EV TOIG νοεροῖς: δ᾽ ταῦτα αὖ 
appear to be most fitting for The Demiurgic Order , according to both Platonic Doctrines about It , 


φανήσεται μαλιστὰ TPOONKOVTA TH δημιουργια κατα TE τας Πλατώνικας υφηγήησεις περι αὐτῆς, 
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and also to those of the other theologians . And yet they are troublesome indeed to some , by taking 


και TAG τῶν AAAwWV θεολογῶν. Katto αποροῦσι ye τινες, λαμβανοντες 
these names ; Motion , Rest , The Same , and The Other , in a solely philosophical [non-Theological] way , 


ταῦτα την κινησιν, τὴν OTAOLV , TO TAVTOV , TO ETEPOV , LLOVOV φιλοσοφὼς . 
and by not seeing that These are first Beheld About The One , and not About Being , and that , just as 
καὶ οὐχ OPOVTEG OTL ταῦτα TPOTEPOV DEWPELTAL περι TO EV , AAA’ OD TEPL TO OV, καὶ OTL , ὥσπερ 
there is a Twofold Number according to The Same ; both The Super-Essential and The Essential , in the 


διττος ἀριθμος κατὰ ταῦτον τε DLMEPOLOLOG καὶ ουὐσιῶώδης, 
same way also , each of These Characteristics Pertain , in a Primary Way to The Unities , and only then , 


ODT καὶ EKQAOTOV TOLTOV DTMAPYEL πρώτως ταῖς EVACLV, ἔπειτα 
to The Realm of Beings , and by not seeing that These are Symbols of The Divine Orders Themselves , 


τοις ODO, KOL ὡς ταῦτα EOTL συνθηματα θειῶν TAEEMV αὐτῶν 

and of The Self-Perfecting Kosmic-Orders , but not only of The Genera of Being or Ideas . For how could 
και QUTOTEA@V διακοσμῶν, αλλ’ οὔχι μονον YEVYN TOD OVTOG ELON: YAP πῶς KA 
it be possible , seeing that The Ideas are comprehensive in scope , that these alone are denied of The One , 
NV OLVATOV , TOV ELOWV οντῶὼν περιλήπτων , TAOE HOVOV αποφησαιτοὺ EVO, 
but not all of The Ideas ? Why then, did he not go through all the Ideas ? But then, as I said , some 

αλλ’ οὐχι TAVTE ; πῶς δὲ επεξηλθε πασιν τοις εξιδεσιν ; AAA’ ovv , OMEP EXEYOV , τινες 
people , in calling These The Genera of Being [have declared] that The Genera exist [at every level] of Being ; 


EIMOVTEG ταῦτα γένη τοὺ OVTOG τὰ γενη ELVAL TOD OVTOG : 
for They are The Genera of All , and They Pervade throughout all The Levels of Being , and since The 


yap ειναι γενῆ παντῶν καὶ πεφοιτήκεναι δια TAVTOV TOV οπώσουν OVTOV , καὶι TO 

Primal Being , whatever That is , is Comprehensive of all These Genera . And on the one hand , insofar as 
TPOTWS OV οτι ποτε ἔστι ELVAL TEPLEKTIKOV παντῶν τούτων TOV γενῶν : HEV καθοσον 
Being has Proceeded from The Super-Essential , It has become Essential-being , but on the other hand , 


προδλήλυθεν απο τοὺ LTEPOLOLOD YEYOVOG OLola sy δὲ 
insofar as Being is Assimilated to Its Super-Essential Producer , It acquires Sameness instead of Unity , 


καθοσον MHOLM@TAL προς TO παραγον . τῦχον ταῦυτοτητος αντι τῆς ἐενώσεοως, 
but insofar as It is Distinct from The One , by not being The One , It has become Otherness ; for wherever 


δὲ καθοσον εξηλλακται TODEVOG , OLY OV EVOG ετεροτῆς : YAP οπου 
Sameness exists , There also is Otherness , the distinction also having arisen by reason of the declination 


ταυτοτης , EKELKOL ETEPOTIG, τῆς διακρισεῶς καὶ ἀαναφανεισὴης διὰ τὴν υφεσιν 
from Unity into that which is The Same . But insofar as Being proceeds forth , It is wholly established in 


τῆς EVOTNTOG EV TH TALT@ αὐτῶ: δὲ καθοσον TPOELOLW OAMG κατασταν E1G 
Motion , whereas insofar as It is established in The One , even as It proceeds , It Participates of Rest . 


κινησιν, d& καθοσον ενιδρῦται τῶ ἔνι καὶ προδλθον μετασχον στασεῶς. 
For generally , so they say , Processions are The Causes of Motion and Otherness in Being , whereas 


yap OAWS , HEV φασι, προοδοι εἰσιν AL αἴτιαι KLVIOEWS καὶ ετεροτήῆτος TH OVTL, SE 
Reversions are The Causes of Sameness and Rest . 


1174 επιστροφαι TADTOTNTOG καὶ OTAGEDS . 
Still others , maintain that These Genera are in The Intellectual Realm ; for such a Number (5) 


δὲ Ol διατεινομενοι ταῦτα γενη ELVAL EV τοῖς VOEPOIG : γὰρ τοσοῦτον αριθμον 
could not derive Its Subsistence immediately from The One . Thus it is necessary , just as it has often 


αν μη DTMOOTHVAL ev0vGg AMO TODEVOG:ODV αἀναγκῇῆ, ὥσπερ πολλάκις 
been brought to mind elsewhere , that The Multiplicity which manifests Itself immediately from The One 
υπομεμνησται δι’ GAA@V, TO πληθος αναφαινομενον προσεχῶς απο τοὺ EVOG 
should be Most Akin to The One ; being restricted in quantity , but incomprehensible in power , in order 
ELVOL ODYYEVEOTATOV προς TO EV, συνηρήμξνον TO μὲν TOGM , ATEPIANTTOV τη δὲ δυναμει. τινὰ 
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that through the restriction of Its quantity , on the one hand , It should imitate the Unquantifiable of The 
δια TNS OVVALPEGEMS TOD ποσοῦ μεν μιμηται το ἀποσον TOD 
One , but through Its Incomprehensible Power , on the other hand , imitate The Unlimited that is Prior 
EVOG , TO απεριλήπτω τῆς δυναμεῶς δε TO ἀπειρον προ 
to Potential power . But The Pentad is remote from The One , and goes beyond The First Order 
OVVOALEWS : d& πεμπας TOPP® τοὺ δνος Kal EkPEBNKE TOV πρῶτον SLAKOGHOV 
of Numbers , surely then I indeed mean The Triadic ; but then Plato has named The Summit of the Realm 
TOV ἀριθμῶν, δὴ YE AEYW TOV TPLASLKOV : AAA’ ovv οΠλατῶν προσηγορεῦσεν TO AKPOTATOV 
of The Real Beings , The One Being , as being The Monad of Being ; whereas the theologians celebrate 
TOV οντῶν EV OV ὡς μοναδατοῦοντος: δὲ οιθξεολογοι ανυμνοῦσι 
Intelligible Monads and Triads , but not Pentads nor other numbers . So then , The Genera of Being 
VONTASG μοναδας καὶ τριαδας, AAA’ ov πεμπαδας οὐδε αλλοὺς αριθμοὺς : APA TA γενῆ τοῦ OVTOG 
do not arise Immediately after The One . Such then , on the one hand , is what those who raise such 
οὐκ evOvG μετὰ το ὃν. τοιαῦτα ODV μεν Ουτοι δια- 
difficulties have to say . 
πποροῦντες λεγουσιν. 
But on the other hand , if we must also arbitrate the arguments of such famous 
δε Εἰ δει καὶ διαιτησαι τοις λογοις OVTM τῶν κλεβινοτατῶν 
and Divine men , and it being the case that such an enquiry lies outside our present subject matter , 
Kat θειὼν avépov, καὶ OLONS τῆς TOLALTNS ζητησεῶς EV EEW TH παροντι τῶν TPOKELLEV@V 
and that this matter has been examined by us at greater length elsewhere , then , on the basis of the 
και ταῦτα εξετασθεισης ημιν δια πλειονῶν EV αλλοις απο της 
Guidance of our Leader , Syrianos , we must also see his judgment , that considers both of them to speak 
Ὀφηγήσεωῶς ἡμῶν TOV καθηγεμονος, LOTEOV καὶ TOVTOD τὴν KPLOLV αξιουσαν ALLOOTEPOUG AEYELV 
rightly , both those who place The Genera at every level , and those who do not allow This Number 
ορθος, καὶ τοὺς τιθεμενοὺς τὰ γενῆ πανταχοῦ, καὶ τοὺς οὐ TPOOLEHEVOUG τοῦτον TOV ἀαριθμον 
to be ranked immediately after The One ; for The Genera are in both The Intelligible and The Intellectual 
τεταχθαι μετα TO EV :γαρ τα γενη ELVOLL EV καὶ τοις νοητοις καὶ EV τοῖς VOEPOIG 
Realms according to Their Own Rank , but in one way among The Primal Beings , but in another way 
LEV κατα τὴν αὑτῶν TAELV, αλλα HEV AAAMSG εν τοῖς TPMTOIG , SE αλλως 
among Those that are Secondary ; Intelligibly in the former , but Intellectually in the latter . And this is 
δν τοις δεύτερος, νοητῶς OmovU LEV , νοδρῶς omovds . μὲν Τοῦτο 
the same as to Subsist There , Unitarily and Indivisibly , but here , divisibly , according to Their Own 
1175 tavtov τῷ OOD LEV EVOELOMS καὶ AOLAKPITMS , οποὺ HE SIAKEKPLUEVWSG KATA TOV AVTOV 
Number , so that one should not wonder if The Intelligible Monad Comprehends The Whole Intellectual 


αριθμον, ὥστ᾽ αν οὐκ PaLLAGaALO EL η νοητὴ μονας TEPLEYEL τὴν πᾶσαν VOEpav 
Pentad Indivisibly and Unitarily , where by means of This Union , These Genera ; Rest and Motion , 
πεμπαδα AOLAPETWSG καὶ EVOELSM@G ,OTOD δια τὴν EVWOLV και ἡ στασις και ἡ κινησις 


Sameness and Otherness , are in ἃ way One, All Being Undifferentiated according to a Dark Mist , 

καὶ ἡ ταυτοτηῆς καὶ ἡ ETEPOTNG τινα TPOTOV EV , MAVTOV OVTM@V AOLAKPITOV KATA σκοτοεσσαν ομιχλην, 

as the theologian says . And since where The Monad which is The Cause of Monadic Numbers is shown 
ο θεολογος φησιν. KaLyap Onov ἢ μονας αἴτια TOV μοναδικῶν APLOL@V ATOSELKVLTAL 

to Comprehend all The Reason-Sources which on the one hand , The Decad Comprehends Decadically , 


περιεχοῦσα παντας τοὺς AOYOLUG οὺς μεν ἢ δεκας περιξιληφε deKadiKac , 
but on the other hand , The Tetrad Comprehends Tetradically , why then should one wonder if also in 
δὲ ἢ τετρὰς τετραδικῶς, τι det θαυμαζειν ει καὶ ETL 
The Realm of Beings , The Intelligible Monad Comprehends All The Genera of Being Monadically and 
τῶν OVTOV YN vontn μονας MEPLEYEL παντα TH γενη μοναδικὼς και 
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Indivisibly , while Some Other Order Comprehends Them Dyadically , and yet Another Tetradically , 
αδιακριτῶς, SE τις αλλη ταξις δυαδικῶς, καὶ αλλη TETPAdIKaS, 
and since The Ideas are also in The Intelligible Realm ; nevertheless we do not say that They Subsist 
KQL επει τας OES ELVAL καὶ εν τοῖς VONTOIC , ομῶς Ov AEYOLEV ADLTAS ὑφεσταναι 
in the same way as in The Intellectual Realm , where They Subsist Wholly , Unitarily and Paternally , 
TOV AVTOV τροπον ονπερ EV τοῖς VOEPOIG OAKS , NVOLEVOS , πατρικῶς, 
whereas in this latter realm They exist Distinctly , Partibly and Demiurgically , but it is necessary that 
og ἐνταῦθα διηρημδνῶς, μερικῶς, δημιουργικῶς, dE αναγκη 
in every level , The Number of The Ideas should be dependent upon The Genera of Being ? If indeed 
πανταχοῦ TOV αριθμῶν τῶν 1OEMV εξηρτησθαι τῶν γενῶν TOL οντος; Εἰπερ 
then , The Intellectual Ideas Partake of The Intellectual Genera , it is clear that The Intelligible Ideas 
ODV —s— AL VOEPOL LOEGLL μετεχοῦσι τῶν νοερῶν ELO@V , SNAOVOTL GL VONTAL 
also partake of The Intelligible Genera. If then , The Ideas First Subsist Tetradically at The Limit 
καὶ μεθεξουσι TOV νοητῶν . Εἰ dn αι πρῶτισται τετταρες κατα το περας 
of The Intelligible Genera , there must be , a Monadic (Final) Subsistence of These Genera , Prior to The 
τῶν νοητῶν τῶν ἰδεῶν, δει ειναι μοναδικὴν LIOOTAOLV τῶν γενῶν TPO τῆς 
Formal Tetrad ; for so also , in The Intellectual Realm , Prior to The Decadic Subsistence of The Ideas , 
ELONTIKNG τετραδος : YAP OVTM καὶ EV τοῖς VOEPOIG προ τῆς δεκαδικῆς LTAPEEWS τῶν LOEWV 
there exists a Pentadic Cause of The Genera . 
EOTIV πεμπαδικὴ αἴτιὰ TOV YEVOV . 
Therefore , on the one hand , about The Genera of Being , we will say more later on . 
ovv. μὲν Περι tov γενῶν tov ovtos ποιησομεθα Aoyov πλειονα καὶ AvOIc : 
But now , on the other hand , if you wish , let us look over the order , through which , he first denied 


vov δε νει βουλει, κατιῶμεν τὴν ταξιν δι᾽ ἣν μὲν προτερον αφειλξ 
Motion and Rest of The One , then later the Same and the Other. Thus, on the one hand ,The Cause 
κινήησιν και OTAOLV TOD EVOG , OE ὕστερον TALTOV καὶ θατερον.. OV LEV TO αἴτιον 


was also stated by me before , when 1 said that Motion and Rest are Twofold , and that the one kind 

καὶ Eipntat μοι TPOTEPOV , NVIKA EAEYOV τὴν KLVIOLV και τὴν OTAOLV ELVAL OLTTNV , καὶ τας μὲν 

was Prior to the Same and The Other , according to which everything Proceeds from , and Returns to 
προ ταῦτου καὶ ETEPOD , καθ᾽ ας EKQOTA προεξισι καὶ επιστρεφεται προς 

their own causes , whereas the other kind , is subsequent to The Same and The Other , when observed in 


τὰ αὑτῶν αἴτια, τὰς δε μετα TO ταῦτον καὶ ἕτερον ορῶμενας EV 
The Energies/Activities of The Real-Beings . But on the other hand , let us now state this in another way , 
1176 tats ἐνεργειας TOV OVTOV . δὲ νὺν Λεγεσθὼ ετερον τροπον, 
by the application of the method stated earlier taken from the problems themselves . According to the 


τὴν ExIPOANV τῆς μεθοδοὺ προειρημενῆς ποιουμενῶν ATO TOV ἡμῶν TPOPANLATOV . KATA τὴν 
first hypothesis certain aspects are denied of The One . Thus , the first (1) of those aspects denied earlier , 


πρώτην ὕὑποθεσιν Αποφασκεξι TOD EVOG : αλλα τα μὲν εμπροσθεν 
that we distinctly marked-off , was that “of itself in relation to itself” , while the next one (2) denied , was 


mov διειλομεθα αὐτου προς ξεαῦτο, ta O€ 
that “of itself in relation to itself and others” , and another (3) was simply “of itself in relation to others”; 


αὐτοῦ προς EAVTO KALTAGAAG,  TAdE μονῶς αὐτοῦ προς τααλλα: 
for on the one hand , he denies The Multiple and The Whole , and Shape and Being In-Something , and 


yap LEV QVALPEL TO TANBOG και TO OAOV KALTO σχημα καὶ TO EV τινι καὶ 
Motion and Rest , of The One Itself in relation to Itself (1), whereas on the other hand , he denies Same 


τὴν κινησιν καὶ τὴν στασιν TOD EVOG αὑτοῦ προς EMLTO , δὲ το ταῦτον 
and Other , and Like and Unlike , and Equal and Unequal , and Older and Younger , of The One Itself 


και ETEPOV και OMOLOV και AVOLOLOV και LOOV KAL AVLOOV και πρεσβύτερον KQL VEWTEPOV αὑτοὺ 
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in relation to Itself and in relation to Others (2) . For The One is neither The Same as Itself nor as Others , 
προς ξαῦτο και προς τααλλα. YAP TO EV EOTL OLTE Ταῦτον EALTM οὔτε τοις αλλοις, 
and The One is not Other in the same way , and so also for each of the other characteristics ; furthermore 
KOU ETEPOV ομοιῶς και εκαστον τῶν λοιπῶν : δὲ 
he denies being an object of opinion or knowledge , or being nameable or utterable of The One Itself 
το δοξαστον ἡ EXLOTHTOV Ἢ ονομᾶαστον ἢ PNTOV αὐτου 
in relation to Others (3) ; for It is Unknowable to all those that are secondary in relation to these gnostic 


προς τα ἀλλὰ : YAP EOTL AYVMOTOV πασι τοις SEVTEPOIG ταῦταις γνώστικαις 
activities . Therefore , by taking the negations in ἃ Threefold way , the first being , of itself in relation to 


EVEPYELAG. οὖν λαμβανομξνῶὼν TOV αποφασεῶν Τριχῶς, τῶν μὲν αὐτου προς 
itself , the second , of itself both in relation to itself and to others , the third , solely in relation to others , 


εαῦτο, τῶν ὃδ αὐτοῦ TE προς εαῦτο KALTA ἀλλα, τῶν ὃ μονῶς προςτααλλα, 

and the first are primary , while the second are Intermediate , and the third are last. Motion and Rest (1) 
καὶ μὲν τῶν TOV πρώτων, OE τῶν μεσῶν, δε τῶν TEAELTALOV, ἡ κινήησις καὶ ἡ στασις 
are denied of The One Itself in relation to Itself , while Same and Other (2) are denied of It in a Twofold 


ὡς ATOPAOKETAL TOD EVOG αὑτοῦ προς EAVTO , OE TO TAVTOV καὶ ETEPOV διχῶς 
way ; both of Itself in relation to Itself and of Itself in relation to others , for which reason the former pair 


TE αὐτοῦ προς δαῦτο και αὐτου προς τααλλα, δδιοπερ LEV EKELVOLL 
are ranked among the first set of negations , whereas these are ranked among the median set , and not 


συνταττονταῖ ταῖς πρώταις ἀαποφασεσιν, SE ALTAIG ταις μεσαις, καὶ οὐκ 
unreasonably , does he give an account first about the former , then later about these . Thus , so also 


απεικοτῶς : πξποινται TOV AOYOV HEV MEPL TMPOTEPOV , δε ὕστερον περι τουτῶν. SE OLDTH και 
will he deny both Like and Unlike , and Equal and Unequal , and Older and Younger 


AMOONOEL καὶ TO ομοῖον καὶ TO ἀνόμοιον καὶ TO LOOV καὶ TO AVLOOV και TO πρεσβύτερον καὶ τὸ VEMTEPOV 
both of Itself in relation to Itself and of Itself in relation to others , by denying all These Attributes , and 
TE αὐτου προς ξ8αῦτο καὶ αὐτοῦ προς τὰ CAAA, ATOPACKOV παντῶν τουτῶν και 
through this , as they say , take away Essential-Being , Quality , Quantity , and Temporality of The One ; 
δια TOLTOV , ὡς φασιν, αφαιρῶν τὴν OVOLAV , TO ποῖον, τὸ MOGOV, TO ποτε TOD EVOG : 
for These Attributes pertain to These Categories ; Sameness and Otherness , on the one hand , pertain to 


yap ταῦτα UTAPYEL TODTOIG , τοταῦτον KOL ETEPOV LEV 
Essences/Substances , Likeness and Unlikeness , on the other hand , pertain to Qualities , but Equal and 


ταις OVOLAIG , TO OLOLOV καὶ AVOLLOLOV δὲ τοις ποιοῖς, SE TO LOOV καὶ 
Unequal pertain to Quantities , and Older and Younger , pertain to Temporal Beings . Then , take notice 
QVOLOLOV τοις ποσοις, bE TO MPEGPUTEPOV και νεώτερον τοις MOTE OLOL. OE XKOTEL 
how he also denies these Attributes of The One , I mean The Same and The Other , knowing that 


1177 οπὼς και ἀποφασκει ταῦτα TOL EVOG, AEYM TO TAVTOV καὶ TO ETEPOV, εἰδὼς EV 
Parmenides attributed the existence of These in his poem, to The One Being. For surely he says , 


Παρμενιδὴν θεμενον TOV ElLVAL ALTA EV τοῖς ποιημασιν TH EVLOVTL. γοῦν EkElvoc Λξγει: 


Thus , It remains The Same in The Same , and Abides By-Itself 


δ᾽ LLULLVEL TQUTOV EV TAVTM , TE κειται καθ᾽ EADTO 
Frag 8.29 
Therefore , The One Itself , by Being Established Above The One Being , must then be shown to be , 


οῦν TO EV ALTO LITEPLOPLUEVOV  TOvDEVOGOVTOG SEL δη δειχθηναι ον 
not in any way at all , The Same , nor for a far greater reason , Other ; for Sameness is More-Akin 


μηδαμῶς ταῦτον, μηδε πολλὼ TAEOV ETEPOV : YAP το ταῦτον GUYYEVEOTEPOV 
to The One Being . But then , he denies both This and The Other of The One Itself , in order that It may 


TO EVI . AA’ OLV APALPEL καὶ τοῦτο καὶ TO ETEPOV TODEVOG  , ιν’ επι-- 
be shown to be Beyond The Limit of The One Being , Within Which , The Same and The Other Subsist 


πδειχθη exBeBnkOG τού ξνοςοντος, EV © TO ταῦτον καὶ TOV ETEPOV NV 
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according to the verses of Parmenides , and not by disproving these verses ; but rather by using these 


κατα Ev totic emeot Παρμενιδην, οὐκ ελεγχομδβνῶν EKELV@V, αλλα και δια τουτῶν 
verses , to make this additional assertion. For if That which Partakes of Sameness and Otherness is 


ἐκεινῶν προστιθεμενῶν τὴν TAPASOYNV . γὰρ Εἰ TO μετεχον TALTOTNTOG KAI ETEPOTNTOG ἔστιν 
not yet The True One, it is necessary that The True One should be Prior to These , by being Free 

OvT@ ὡς ἀαληήθωςεν, avayKn TO QANOWS EV ὑπάρχειν TPO TOLT@V ὡς καθαρεῦον 

of These , or else by partaking of These it will not be Solely One , by being filled with those that are alien 


TOLTOV, ἢ LIETEYOV TOLTOV ALTO οὐκ EOTAL HOVMS EV, OV AVATAEOV τῶν GAAAOTPLOV 
to The One , for whatever is added to The One , would cause The Oneness to vanish by its addition , 


TOD EvOG. yap Oav προσθης tw EVI, τὴν EvoTHTA adavicet δια τῆς TPOGONKNS 
thus The Oneness rejects the addition of all that is alien . 


αναϊνομξενὴν TOL προσλαβοντος TO παν AAAOTPLOV . 


Parmenides: For if on the one hand , It were in any way other than Itself , 
139b LEV ον TOD ἕτερον EADTOD 
It would be other than One , and so would not be One . 

αν El ETEPOV EVOG καὶ ανοῦὺκ EIN EV. 
Aristotle: True . (αληθη.) 


There being four problems concerning The Same and Other , that are denied of The One , 


οντῶν TETTAPOV TPOBANLATOV περι TO TAVTOV καὶ ETEPOV ATOPATIKMV TOD EVOG , 
he begins from those which are further from The One and more easily grasped by us , and in this way 
ἄρχομενος ATO τῶν TPOTEPV TOD EVOG καὶ ELANTTOTEPOV ἡμῖν OLTO 
proceeds through the rest . Therefore , these are the four problems ; that The One is not other than Itself , 


TPOELOL δια TOV λοιπῶν. dé ταῦτα Εστι Ta TETTAPA TPOBPANLATA , TO EV EOTLV οὐκ ETEPOV EALTOD, 
that The One is not other than the others ; that The One is not the same as itself ; and that The One is not 
TO EV EOTL οὐκ ETEPOV τῶν αλλῶν, TO EV EOTLV οὐκ ταῦτον EALTO , TO EV EOTL οὐκ 
the same as the others . Thus on the one hand , the clearest of these , are the two extremes , for it is clear , 
TAVTOV τοις AAAOIG. δὲ LIEV oadeotata Τουτῶν τα akpa : yap και dnAov , 
that It is not the same as the others , and that It is not other than Itself ; but on the other hand , the 

OTL ἔστι οὐκ ταῦτον τοις αλλοις, καὶ OTL EOTL οὐκ ETEPOV EAUTOD : δὲ τα 
remaining two are difficult to grasp ; for how could one accept that it is not the same as itself , seeing that 


λοιπὰ 500 δυσμεταχξιριστα : YAP πῶς AV τις TAPASEEQITO OTL ἐστιν οὐκ ταῦτον EALTW O 
It is indeed One , or how could one be persuaded that It is not other than the others , seeing that It is 


EOTLV YE EV, ἢ πῶςαν τις πεισθειήη OTL εστιν οὐκ ETEPOV τῶν AAAMV ο 
indeed Transcendent over them ? Therefore , Parmenides starts from the clearest ones and first shows that 


1178 ye εξηρηται αὑτῶν ; ovv o Παρμενιδῆς ἀρχομδνος ATO TOV σαφεστατῶν πρῶτον SELKVLOL 
The One is neither other than Itself , nor the same as the others . Therefore , he first establishes The More- 


ὡς TO EV EOTL οὔτε ETEPOV EALTOD οὔτε TALTOV τοις GAAOIG. δε Tpotepov βεβαιῖοι γνωρι-- 
obvious of these two ; that The One is not other than Itself , by demonstration . For , as I said , 


—H@TEPOV ADTOLV TOUTOW , OTL TO EV OV οὐχ ETEPOV EAULTOD , δια τῆς ATOSELEEWS . YAP, ὡς ENV , 
The Same is nearer to The One , while The Other is farther ; but that which is nearer is more difficult 


TO TALTOV Kat εστιν εγγυτερῶ TOD δνος, dE TO ETEPOV πορρώτερον : SE TO EYYUTEPOV χαλεπώτερον 
to remove , while that which is more remote is easy , by being more separate from It . Surely then, it is 
adaipelv, SE TO πορρώτερον PHOV , ATE μάλλον KEYWPLOLEVOV απ’ αὑτοῦ. dH 

also for this reason , that the dialecticians are accustomed to say that he who wishes to exercise himself , 


και Οθεν οι διαλεκτικοι εἰώθασιν AEYELV οτι τον YOLVOGOLEVOV , 
must seek the dissimilarities in those that are akin , and then the similarities in those that are different , 


χρη ζητεῖν TAG AVOLOLOTHTAS EV τοις συγγενεσι, OE ομοιοτητας EV τοῖς διαφοροις, 
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but not the other way around . Therefore , on the one hand , so much may be said concerning the order 


OAM’ οὐκ αναπαλιν. οῦν μὲν Ταῦτα εἴρηται EVEKQ τῆς TASEMS 
of the problems . But on the other hand , we must now say , how he shows this of the first problem 
τῶν προβληματῶν: δε ἡμῖν VOV ρητεον πῶς AVTO δεικνυται τοῦτο το πρώτιστον 


of the four , that The One is not other than Itself ; since in turn , if we can , we will speak about each of 
τῶν TETTAPMV OTL TO EV OLY ETEPOV EAUTOD , Ἔπειτα AVOIC, ει δυναιμεθα,, EHODLEV περι EKAOTOD 
the other three . Therefore on the one hand , he demonstrates it in this way ; if the One is other than itself , 
TOV OAAOY . οῦν LEV Δεικνυῦται TOV τοῦτον TPOTOV : ELTO EV ETEPOV EALTOD , 
it would necessarily be other than one ; for it is itself one , but that which is other than one , is not one ; 
αν παντῶς EIN  ETEPOV EVOG: YAP ἔστιν AUTO EV, dE TO ἕτερον TOD EVOG OLY EV: 
and since that which is other than man , is not man , and that which is other than horse is not horse , and 
καὶ γὰρ TO ετερον AVOpaTOD οὐκανθρῶπος, KAI το ULMOD οὐχ ιππος. καὶ 
simply , that which is other than each object is not that object ; if then , the One is other than itself , then 
ONAWS το EKQOTOD τινος οὐχ EKAOTOV: ELPA TO ὃν ETEPOV EQLTOD, 
the One is not one. But this is certainly absurd , since it leads us to the contradiction , that the One is not 
TO EV EOTLV οὐχ εν. AAAG τοῦτο UNV ATONOV TEPIAYOV ἡμὰς εἰς AVTIMAOLV OTL TOEV οὐχ 
One . Accordingly then , The One is not other than Itself. But then , one might raise the objection against 
εν: apa TO ὃν ODK ETEPOV E@LTOD . δ᾽ τις OV Απορήησειξ προς 
this proof , whether it may not in this way also be shown , that Otherness is not other than Itself : 
ταῦτην τὴν ANOSELEEV , UNTOTE OLTMs καὶ ATOSELYONOETAL ἡ ETEPOTNS οὐσα μη ETEPOV EALTI : 
and yet , it must necessarily indeed , be This. For Each One of The Real Beings Truly Initiates Its Own 
KQLTOL OVAYKALOV γε τοῦτο. yap Εκαστον τῶν οντῶν OVTMS APYETAL TNS 
Energy from Itself , just as Motion and Rest do , and as it has been said many times , and the Eleatic 
EVEPYELAG Ah’ ELVTOD , ὡς TV KIVNOLV καὶ την OTAOLV , καθαπερ EIPNTAL πολλακῖς, καὶ ο EAsatys 
foreign guest (Soph 258d) also stated , on the one hand , that according to This Very Nature Itself ; that The 


EEvoc καὶ EAEYE Lev κατὰ τοῦτο QUTNV τὴν 
Nature of The Other , by being Other than The Other Genera (of Being) , is Not-Being . But on the other 
φυσιν θατερου οὐσαν ETEPOV τῶν αλλὼν γενῶν ειναι μηον. Αλλ᾽ 
hand , if otherness is other than itself ; then it will be other than otherness , and it will not be otherness , 

El ἡ ETEPOTNS ETEPOV EALTIS , EOTOAL ETEPOV ἡ ἢ ETEPOTIS , οὐκ EOTOL ετεροτῆς, 
just as the One would also not be one . Accordingly then , Otherness is not other than Itself . Therefore , 
ὥσπερ TO EV και οὐχ EV: αρα ἢ ETEPOTNS οὐκ ETEPOV εαῦτης. οῦν 
on the one hand, it is never the case that Otherness is other than Itself , but on the other hand , It Initiates 
μεν Μήηποτε ἢ ETEPOTNIG ETEPOV εαῦτην, δε OPYETAL 


Its Energy from Itself and makes Itself Other , but not Other than Itself , but Other than Others ; for 

TOD EVEPYELV A’ EALTNSG και MOLEL EALTNV ETEPOV , οὐχ ETEPOV EALTIC , CAAA TOV AAA@V : γὰρ 

It is also able to distinguish Those from Each other , and Itself from Them , by a much greater Priority , 

1179 και dvvatat SLAKPIVELV EKELVA AT’ AAANA@V , καὶ EAVUTNV AT EKELV@V TOAAM TPOTEPOV , 

and in this way , It Energizes upon Itself , by Preserving Itself Unmixed with The Others . But on the 

καὶ OvLTMS EVEPYEL εις EALTNV τῷ φυλλαττειν EALDTHV ασυγχῦτον τοις AAAOLG . 

other hand , if you wish to speak even more truly , you could say that to the degree that Otherness is Other 
δε Eu βουλει λεγειν ett αληθεστερον, και καθοσον ἡ ETEPOTNG EOTLV ETEPOV 

than Itself , It is not Otherness ; for It is also Other than Itself (Not-Being) by Participating of The Other 


EQAVTNG , EOTLV οὐκ ETEPOTIG : YAP καὶ ETEPOV EALTNG τῷ μετεχειν TOV αλλὼν 
Genera (of Being) . Therefore , in this way , It is not Otherness , insofar as It Participates of The Others . 


YEVOV > OvV TALTY OLY ETEPOTIS , nH LETELANYE TOV OAAOV : 
And in the case of Otherness , this is indeed not an absurd conclusion , because It is a Multiplicity ; but in 


και ETL τῆς ETEPOTNTOG YE οὐδὲν ATOTOV , yap εστιν πληθος: dé 
td 
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the case of The One , it would be absurd ; for It is Only One , but nothing else. But the negation must be 
επι TOD EVOG QTONOV : YAP EOTL HOVOV εν, δὲ οὐδὲν GAAO. SE τὴν αποφασιν Δει 
made in respect of something itself , and not of another ; thus I mean , for example , if something is other 
ποιξισθαι τινος αὑτοῦ καὶ UN GAAAOD , δὲ λεγῷ οἷον ,8ὶ τι στιν ETEPOV 
than man , one may say that this something is not man , and if something is other than white , then this 
avOpwrov , Asyelv τοῦτο οὐκ AVOPATOV , καὶ El τι λεῦκοῦ., τοῦτο 
is not white ; but one may certainly not say , that since Dion is other than Ideal-Man , seeing that the one 


οὐ AEDKOV: LEVTOL ov Agyslv , ἐπειδὴ ο Διῶν EtEepos τοῦ ἀνθρώπου, ξειπερ TO μὲν 
is an individual man , but the other The Idea of Man , that Dion is other than a man ; for on the one hand , 


QTOLOV : to δὲ ειδος ο Al@v ETEPOG TOL ανθρώπου yap LEV 
he is not The Idea , of which he was said to be other ; for he is not The Idea of Man ; but on the other hand , 


QUTO ἔστιν οὐκ TO ξειδος, οὐ EXEYETO εἰναι ἕτερος : γὰρ EOTIV OD οανθρῶπος: δὲ 
he Participates of The Idea , and he is a man in this way , by being an individual man by Participation . 


HETEYEL TOD διδοὺς, καὶ EOTLV AVOP@TMOG ουτῶς, ὡς ὧν TIGavOpamog κατα μεθεξιν. 


Parmenides: And surely being indeed the same with-another , it would be that (another) ; 


139c καὶ μὴν ον YE ταῦτον ETEPO αν Ell EKELVO , 
thus it would not be Itself ; so that in this way neither could it be the very “thing” It Is , One , 
δ᾽ QV οὐκ EIN ALTO: ὥστε: OLTMG οὐδ᾽ AV En οπερ EOTLV , EV, 


but another one . 
αλλ ETEPEV EVOG. 
Aristotle: It could not . (ov yap ovv.) 


This is the second of the four propositions , which is , on the one hand, easier to grasp than those 

Τοῦτο EOTL TO SELTEPOV τῶν TETTAPOV ον μεν ξδυλήπτοτερον τῶν 
that follow , but it is on the other hand , more difficult to grasp than the one that preceded it . But then , 

eens, δὲ χαλεπώτερον του προ αὐτου. δ᾽ ovv 
Plato also confides in the assertion that The One accepts no characteristic at all from others ; for This 
και Θαρρει τοῦτο TO EV εισδεχεσθαι τῷ μηδεν απο τῶν αλλῶν : YAP τοῦτο 

Axiom/Self-Evident Truth , is Supremely True , of both The One and of All The Other Divine Causes . 

TO ASLWOPLA αληθεστατον επι καὶ TOD EVOG καὶ ETL TOV TAVTOV AAAWV θειὼν αἰτιῶν. 
For neither does Heaven accept any mortal afflictions into Itself , nor does The Demiurge accept anything 
yap Ovte 0 ουρανος εισδεχξταῖι TL της θνητῆς δυσχερειας εις EALTOV , οὔτε O δημιοῦργος 
from the generation which is about The Whole Kosmos , nor does The Intelligible Order accept any 
απο τῆς YEVEGEWS περι τον ολον κοσμον, οὔτε τὰ νοητὰ 
Multiplicity from The Intellectual Order , nor any of The Separation that It Contains , so that it is not 

TANVOLvG ATO TOD VOEPOD καὶ τῆς OLAIPEDEWG εναῦτοις, MOTE οὔτε 
possible for The One to be filled with any characteristic of The Real-Beings . Accordingly then , The One 
SLVATOV TO EV αναπιμπλαναι απο τῆς ILOTHTOG TOV OVTOV . apa 
is in no way The Same as The Others ; for otherwise it would either participate of them , or both it and 
EOTAL Οὐδαμῶς TALTOV τοις AAAOIG: yap QV ἡ HETEXOLTO DT’ αὐτῶν, ἡ καὶ ALTO καὶ 
they would participate in some other one . But it is not possible for them both to partake in some one , 
EKELVG, αν μετεχοι τινος AAAOD Evog. AAA’ οὔτε δύνατον αμφω μξτεχειν ἔἕνος 
for there is nothing superior nor more one than The One ; for otherwise there would be something Prior 
1180 yap ἐστι οὐδὲν KPELTTOV οὐδὲ μαλλον EV TOD EVOG: yap av nV τι προ 
to the One ; for The Ascent is towards The One , but not towards The Multiple . For Those that are Higher 
τοῦ EVOG: γὰρ Navodog δεπι TOEV ,QAA’ οὐκ επι τοπληθοὺῦς: YAP TA ανῶώτερῶ 
are Always More-Unitary , just as Soul is More-Unitary than body ; {Intellect than Soul , and The One 
QLEL EVIKM@TEPA , HEV ψυχή σώματος : { Provided by Dillon , from 
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than Intellect . Nor in turn does The One Participate of Others}for The One Accepts nothing from Them , 
the Latin text }yap siodeyetat οὐδὲν απ’ αὐτῶν 
since They are Subordinate. Nor is The One participated by Them , for It Equally Transcends All of 
OVTOV YEIPOVOV , οὔτε HETEYETAL DT αὐτῶν : γὰρ ομοῦ EsCNPNTAL ἀπαντῶν 
The Real-Beings , and The Participated One is Another , while The Primal One and The Object of Desire 
TOV OVI@V καὶ τομεθεκτονὲν EOTLOAAO, δὲ TOTPMTMGEV KAL TO EETOV 
for All Beings , Subsists Unparticipated , Prior to Wholes , in order that It may Remain One , Devoid of 
TOOL τοις OLOLV ἀμεθεκτον TPOLTAPYEL TWV OADV , wa μενή EV α- 
Multiplicity ; for That which is Participated , is not Absolutely One . Accordingly then , in no way at all , 
ππλήθυντον : YAP TO METEYOLEVOV EOTLV οὐ πανταπασιν EV. apa Οὐδαμῶς 
is The One The Same as The Others . And thus , on the one hand , we are reminded by common notions , 
EOTLV TO EV ταῦτον τοῖς AAAOIC . Kat ovta μεν ὑπομνήσεις απο τῶν κοινῶν ἐννοιῶν 
that the argument is True ; but on the other hand , let us also look-over the proof of Parmenides , which is 
ὡς ο λογος EOTLV GANONG : δὲ και κατιδῶμεν τὴν αποδειξιν Παρμενιδειον οὐσαν 
something like this . If the One is the same as any one of the others , it would be the same as something 
τινα TOLAVTNV : El TO EV EOTL TAVTOV τινι ETEPM TOV παντῶν, ἔσται ταῦτον οντι 
that is not one ; for it itself is the One , and at the same time it is clear through this that it is inconceivable 
OLY EVL : YAP ALTO EOTL TO EV, καὶ αμα SNAOV δια τοῦυτῶν OTL ἀμήχανον 
for the truly one , to be two ; for it is clear that these two would be different from each other. Therefore , 
TO ὡς ἀληθῶς EV ειναι δυο : yap SNAOV οτψᾳΊεᾳ δυο αν διη διαφεροντα αλληλων. ovv 
Each being one , and differing from the other , through this difference , would no longer be one . So then , 
Ekatepov ov Ev καὶ διαφερον Tov ETEPOD μετα τῆς διαφορας QV OUDKET’ EIN EV: Apa 
The One , is Solely One .Therefore , That which is Other than It , Is Not-One .If then , the One is the same 
TO EV μονῶς EV: ον TO ἕτερον αὐτοῦ ονουχεξεν. Εἰοῦὺν τοᾶὲν ταῦτον 
as another , it is without a doubt the same as that which is Not-One ; and since that which is the same as 
ETEPM , ἔστι δήπου ταῦτον τοῦυτῶ οὔυχξδνι: καὶ γὰρ το ταῦτον 
the One is one , just as that which is the same as not-man is not ἃ man . If then , the One [1] is the same [2] 
TW EVLEOTLEV, καὶ TO TALTOV TO οὐκ AVOP@TA οὐκ AVOP@TOG.ELApa TO Ev ταῦτον 
as something other [3] than itself , then the One is not One , but if it is not One , it will be other than One , 
τινι ETEPM TOP’ EALTO, TO EV EOTL OLY EV: OF EL OLY EV , ETEPOV EVOG , 
which was earlier shown to be absurd . Therefore , on the one hand , it would have been sufficient to 
O προτερον SESELKTAL ατοπον. OvV μεν Ηρκει 
introduce the three-termed argument into the refutation and into the contradiction of the hypothesis . 
παραγειν TH τριῶν TOV AOYOV εἰς TO EAEYYOV καὶ εἰς το ἀντιφᾶασιν τῆς ὑποθεσεῶς. 
But on the other hand , does he not add, that it is also other than the one , in order that by demonstrating 
αλλα μὴν κακεινο Ov προστιθησι, TO καὶ ETEPOV τοὺ EVOG, wa Kat δια δειχθεντος 
the absurdity that immediately follows he may also reveal this hypothesis as being unsound . Thus , in the 
TOD ATOTOD προσεχῶς καὶ ἀποφαινή ταῦτην τὴν ὑποθεσιν σαθραν. δ᾽ 
same way , it may be also demonstrated that Sameness Itself , is in ἃ way Not-Sameness , if indeed 
Ovt® αν OLOAV και ANOSELEELAG τὴν TALTOTHTA αὑτὴν EOTLV OTN μη TALTOTNTO , EiTEP 
It were in some way The Same as Otherness , or some Other of The Real-Beings besides Itself . For 
Ely πῶς ταῦτον τῇ ETEPOTHTL ἢ τῖνι AAAW τῶν OVT@V παρ᾽ EALTNHV: γαρ 
it may be said that Sameness is The Same as Otherness , insofar as It Partakes of Otherness . If then , 
λεγεσθῷ OTLN TALTOTNS EOTLV TALTOV ETEPOTNTL , καθοσον HETEXEL τῆς ETEPOTHTOG . Εἰ ovv 
It is The Same as Otherness , then It is Other and not The Same , then , Sameness will be Other and not 


ταῦτον TO ETEPOTNTL EOTL ETEPOV καὶ οὐ TALTOV, APANTALTOTHG τερον καὶ OD 

The Same. And there is indeed nothing strange in this ; for on the one hand , It is Sameness by Its Own 

1181 tavtov. Και sott ye ovdev ατοπον > yap μεν EOTL ταῦτοτης TN EAVDTNSG 
rt 
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Essential-Being , whereas It is Other by Participating in Otherness ; then in turn , Otherness becomes 
τὴ οὐσια, d& ἕτερον τη μετοῦυσια τῇ εκεινήης: δὲ εκεινη YLYVETAL 
The Same by Participating in Sameness ; which is also most paradoxical , that That which becomes other 
ταῦτον τῷ μετέχειν EkELVNSG : ο ἔστι καὶ παραδοξοτατον το γεένεσθαι ETEPOV 
(Sameness) , has come to be of the nature of The Other . And surely then , the argument conducted in this 
YEVOLEVOV TO φύσιν προς τὴν Batspov. Kar én 0 λογος ηρῶτημξνος 
way in the case of The One is true ; because The One neither has any genus nor species that is prior to It , 
οὐτῷ EML TOD δνος EOTLV GANONG. Διοτι TOEV ODLTE EXEL TLYEVOG OLTE ειδος MPO E~LTOD, 
whereas those that have a genus or a species prior to them ; such as a man or horse, or Socrates or Zeno ; 
τὰ μὲν EFCOVTA YEVOG ἡ ξειδος TPO EAVTOV, OLOV AVOPATOS KAI IMTOSG ἡ Σώκρατης Kat ZHVOv , 
are on the one hand , the same according to genus or species , but on the other hand , they are no longer 
OVTO ταῦτα κατὰ TO YEVOG ἡ ειδος, ἔστι ODKETL 
absolutely the same as each other . Thus it is necessary that there should not be genus nor species prior to 
ONMAWG ταῦτα αλληλοις : OE αναγκη μή ειναι γενος ἢ ειἰδος προ 
The One , unless the One should come to be , not one , by participating in genus or species . For that 
TOD EVOG, EL UN TO EV γένηται =, ODX EV, UETEXYOV γένους ἡ Etd0vG. yap To 
which participates of a genus has something over and above the genus , and similarly that which partakes 
UETEXYOV TOD YEVOLG EXEL TL παρὰ TO YEVOG , καὶ ὡσαῦτωῶς τὸ μξτεχον 
of a species has something over and above the species ; and generally , everything which participates of 
TOD διδοὺς EXEL τι παρα το ειδος : Kat καθολου παν TO LETEXOV 
something , has something over and above that which is being participated ; for if there were nothing , 
τινος = EXEL τι παρα TO μετεχομενον γὰρ Et μηδεν : 
then It Itself would be That Entity Absolutely , and would not merely participate of It. If then , the One 
αὐτο QAVEIN EKELVO παντελῶς καὶ OD μονον LETEXOV EkEltVOD.ELOvLV TO ὃν 
is neither in a genus nor in a species , but were the same as some other , it would be that entity , 


EOTL UNTE EV YEVEL ENTE ὃν διδει, SE ἢ ταῦτον TIVLETEPO, QUTO QV ElN EKELVO , 
with which , it is the same , since it would not be the same as that which is other . 
ῶ εστι ταῦτον οὔκ OV ταῦτον αλλω 


Parmenides: Accordingly then , on the one hand, It will not be the same with-another , or 
139c apa LEV οὐκ EOTOAL ταῦτον  EsTEPa y 
other than Itself . 


ETEPOV εαυτου. 
Aristotle: For it could not. (yap ov.) 


This makes one common conclusion from the first two problems , by having a connection 


τοῦτο TOLELTAL EV KOLVOV συμπερασμα Τῶν δυο Προβληματῶν EYOVTOV KOLV@VIAV 
with each other insofar as they may be taken in a complementary way ; The One being Other in relation to 


αλλήηλοις καθοσον λαμβανεται αντιστροφῶς , τομὲν ἕτερον προς 
Itself , The Other being The Same in relation to the others ; for The Other , on the one hand , appears to 


εαῦτο, TO OE ταῦτον προς τα αλλα : γὰρ το ETEPOV μεν SOKEL 
take up being Friendly in relation to Others , while The Same , takes up Friendliness in relation to Itself . 


AVAANWEL EXELV TY OLKELMG προς TA ἀλλα, SE TALTOV τῇ προς ξεαῦτο. 
For which reason on the one hand , these problems are easier to prove ; for they are more unrelated to 


Διο LEV KQKELVQ ραον προς τὴν ATOSELELV : YAP μαλλον AVOLKELO προς 
The One . Whereas on the other hand , these problems are more difficult ; for Otherness towards Others 


TO EV: og ταῦτα χαλεπώτερα : YAP N MEV ETEPOTNS προς TA AAA 
is nearer/more akin to The One by reason of The Transcendent Superiority of The One , while Sameness 


OTL δεγγὺς TOD EVOG δια τὴν εξηρημξνὴν ὑπεροχῆν τοῦ δνος, HE ἡ TALTOTNSG 
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towards Itself is more akin to The One by reason of Its Unutterable and Indescribable Super-Unity . 


προς EADTO δια αὐτοῦ τὴν APPNTOV καὶ αφραστον LTMEPEVOOLV , 
Whereas both The Same and The Other , may be said to have two senses , for we call both sameness and 


δὲ καὶ TOLD TALTOD και TOD ETEPOD , AEYODLEVOD διχῶς yap Asyetat καὶ ἡ TALTOTIS και 
that which participates of sameness “the same” , and similarly we call both otherness and that which 

1182 το μετεχον τῆς TALTOTNTOG TALTOV , καὶ ομοιῶὼς ἢ ETEPOTNG καὶ το 
participates of otherness “the other”. The argument will show as it proceeds , that in neither sense is 
LETEXOV τῆς ETEPOTNTOG ETEPOV. 0 λογος Δειξει προιῶν OTL KAT’ οὐδετερον τροπον 
The One Other or The Same ; for neither as Otherness , nor as Other , is It Other than The Others ; nor 


TO EV ETEPOVT] ταῦτον: YAP οὔτε ὡς ETEPOTTIIC , OLTE ὡς ETEPOV, ἕτερον τῶν αλλῶν : οὔτε 
as Sameness , nor as participating of Sameness , is it The Same as Itself . Thus , in what sense 


ὡς TADTOTHS , OVTE ὡς μετάλαβον TALTOD , ταῦτον EQALDTM: δὲ OTLOG 
we are to take these senses , we will learn as we proceed . 


E1IPNTAL ταῦτα, γνώσομεθα προιοντες. 


Parmenides: But on the other hand , surely It will not be other from-another , so long as and 

139c δὲ γε οὐκ EOTOL ETEPOV ETEPOD , EMG 

in so far as It shall be One . For it is not Proper for The One to be other than anything , 

ῃ αν EV. γὰρ οὐ προσηκει EVI ElVOL ETEPM τινος, 

but Simply , Other , but not in any way different from-another . 

αλλα WOV® EtEep@ δὲ ODdEVI αλλω ETEPOD . 

Aristotle: Properly so . (ορθος .) 

Parmenides: Thus , on the one hand, It will not be other by reason of being One ; or will it Ὁ 
Opa LEV οὐκ EOTOL ETEPOV τῷ ειναι EV: ἢ OLE; 

Aristotle: Not in any way at all .(ov δητα .) 

Parmenides: But certainly if not by reason of this , it will not be other to-Itself ; 
OQAAO μὴν δἰ μη TOLT@, οὐχ EOTAL EQUDTO | 

but if not to-Itself , nor of-Itself ; then by never being other than Itself , 

δὲ δι UN αὐτῶ, οὐδὲ. αὐτο: SE μηδαμὴ ον ETEPOV ALTO 

it will not in any way be other . 

139d οὐδενος εσται EtEpov. 

Aristotle: Rightly so (ορθως .) 


Of the two remaining problems , he once again takes up the proof , from the easier , 
Tov δυο TOV AELTOLEVOV TPOBANLATOV παλιν παραλαμβανει τὴν ATOSELELV εἰς TO ραον : 
before the other . Therefore , it will be easier to deny of The One Itself , That which lies more remote 


προτερον θατεροὺ : δὲ EDEAELV PAOV αποφασκειν TOV EVOG αὑτοῦ EKELVO TO KELLEVOV TOPPMTEPOV 
from The One . But Otherness is of such a nature , as it has been often stated ; for Sameness is More-Akin 


tov δνος. d€ NETEPOTHG Τοιοῦτον, WG NOAAAKIC εἴρηται : YAP ἡ TALTOTNG GUVYYEVEOTEPOV 
to The One , for which reason Sameness has a Nature that is difficult to distinguish from The One Itself , 


TLPOG TO EV: 510 EXEL τὴν φυσιν δυσδιακριτον προς αὐτο 

and thus requires more argumentation . For this should also be noted in this connection itself ; that it is the 
καὶ δεομένην TAELOVOG AOYOD . YAP τοῦτο καὶ TAPAPLAAKTEOV Και αὐτου οτι το 

length of the arguments that is the measure of the clarity or obscurity of the subject matter , in order that 


μῆκος τῶν λοφῶν μετρει σαφηνειῖαν τε καὶ ἀσαφειαν τῶν TPAYUATOV, Wa 
nothing turns-out fruitless for him nor without some substantial advantage. So then , for these reasons , 


μηδὲν παραλαμβανηῆται ματὴν αὐτῷ μηδε AVED TPAYLATELWSOD χρειας. KAaL TOL Ταῦτα 
he will say more , on the one hand , about the fourth problem , but on the other hand , he has said the least 


EPEL TAELO μεν TEPL TOD TETAPTOD προβληματος, δὲ ELPNTAL EAAYLOTOV 
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about the first , and even less about the second , than about the third . So much then , on the one hand , 
περι TOD πρώτου, δὲ LAAAOV EAGTTM περι TOV δευτεροῦ ἡ τοῦ τριτου. ταῦτο Και μὲν 
about the order of the arguments . But on the other hand , just as we have said , since “other” is spoken of 


περι τῆς TACEWS : de ὥσπερ ElNMOMEV TOD ETEPOD AEYOLEVOD 
in two senses , he denies that The One is Other according to each sense ; and he first denies that The One 
διχῶς , αποφῆησιν TO EVELVALETEPOV καθ’ EKATEPOV : καὶ TPOTEPOV οὐχ OTL 
Participates of Otherness ; for The One as One does not Participate of Otherness ; otherwise, It would be 
ὡς μετεχον ETEPOTNTOG : γὰρ TO EV KAO’ εν OD μετεχει ξτεροτῆς : eideun, ἔσται 
Not-One through Its Participation ; but everything that is called , other than another , is so called because 


1183 οὐχ ev αὑτοῦ μεταλαβον : δὲ TO παν AEYETAL ETEPOV ETEPOD δια 
of its Otherness ; for insofar as The One is not Other , because of this , It does not partake of Otherness ; 


τὴν ETEPOTHTA : YAP ἢ TO EV EOTLV OLK ETEPOV, διοτι OD μξτεχξι ετεροτῆτος: 
for the characteristic of being other , is only proper to that which is other than another , but not to The 
yap ETEPW ειναι HOVM TPOONKEL τῷ ETEPH ETEPOD , AAA? OD TH 

One ; but such is the nature that partakes of Otherness . But if the One is going to be Other , according to 
EVL: δὲ τοιοῦτον EOTL TO HETAOYOV ETEPOTHTOG. δε El TO δεν ἔσται ETEPOV δι᾽ 
Otherness , then It will participate of Otherness ; for “one” is one thing , and “other” is another , the one 
ETEPOTNTA, PETAANWETAL τῆς ETEPOTNTOG :γὰρ EV αλλο ,KOLETEPOV GAAAO TO LEV 
is said to be (absolutely) according to Itself , the other (relatively) in relation to another , so that The Other 
EYOMEVOV καθ’ αὐτο, To dE προς ἕτερον, MOT’ TO ETEPOV 

is not Other than The One , but to That which It makes Other. But after this he shows that The One 

OD ETEPOV τῷ EVL, AAA’ EKELVW O ποῖξι ETEPOV. dg Ext TovTW SEUKVLOLV OTL TO EV 

is not Otherness. For what if , on the one hand, it is not Other by participating in Otherness , but on the 


οὐδὲ ETEPOTNG: YAP τι El LEV EOTLV μη ETEPOV ὡς HETEYOV ETEPOTNTOG , δὲ 

other hand , is Otherness Itself ? But neither is this assertion true ; for if It is not Other by being One , 
εστιν eEetepotns 3; AAA’ οὐδε τοῦτο φησιν αληθες : γὰρ El EOTL μη ETEPOV καθο EV, 

It will not be Other to The One ; but if it is not Other to The One , then neither will It Itself be Otherness . 


οὐκ EOTOL ETEPOV TH EVIL: OE ELEOTLLIN ETEPOV TH EVL, ODdE αὐτο ἔσται ETEPOTNS . 
A most inspired conclusion ; for Otherness is Other to Itself and through Itself , but The One is not Other 


Tlavv daipoviag : γαρ ἡ Eetepotns etepov cavtyn καὶ δι’ εαῦτην, δὲ TO EV οὐχ ETEPOV 
to Itself , but the concepts of One and Other are entirely different . Accordingly then , The One is not 


EAVTM , αλλα EVVOLA καὶ δνος καὶ ETEPOD παντελῶς [διαφορὰ .TT] apa TO EV EOTLV οὐκ 
Otherness. So then, if The One is not Other than Itself , surely then , It is not Otherness ; and this 


ἢ δτεροτῆς. apa Et toev μη ἕτερον EALTO, EOTL οὐδξ ετβροτῆς : καὶ τοῦτο 
is what he himself has said so concisely ; “but if It is not Other to-Itself nor of-Itself ”, that is to say , if 


ἔστιν οπερ AVTOG εἰπὲ συντομῶς, δε EL un αὐτῷ, οὐδὲ ALTO, τοῦτεστιν El 
It is not Other in relation to Itself by being One , because One and Otherness are different , then neither 
ἔστι UN] ETEPOV = EAT OVTL EVL , OLOTL EV καὶ ETEPOTHTOG SIEOTHKEV, οὐδὲ 
is It Otherness ; for if it were , it would be one and the same thing to say , that it is other to the One , 


EOTLV ALTO ETEPOTNS : YAP NV EV ταῦτον φαναι ειναι ETEPOV τῷ EVIL 
and other than otherness , if indeed the One is to be otherness , which the argument has abolished . 


και ἕτερον τῇ ETEPOTITL, EIMEP TO EV ETEPOTNS, OTEP O AOYOG OVELAEV . 
Then , having said this , he introduces a common conclusion in this way ; that being considered by Itself , 
δὲ  elmav Ταῦτα δπαγει κοινον συμπερᾶάσμα τοιοῦτον, δὲ αὐτο 
The One is not in any sense at all Other , neither as Otherness , nor as Participating of Otherness , by not 
ον μηδαμη ἕτερον, UNO’ ὡς ετεροτῆης, UND’ ὡς μετεχον ετεροτήτος, μη- 
being in any way Other . For all that is other than something , is either Otherness , or participates of 
—dEVOG ἕτερον : YAP παν TO ἕτερον τινος εστιν ἡ ETEPOTNS, ἢ μξτεχξι 
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Otherness ; but The One is neither Otherness , nor participates of Otherness . Accordingly then , It is 
ETEPOTNTOG : OE TO EV EOTLV OLTE ETEPOTNIG , OLTE HETEXEL ETEPOTNTOG : apa EOTLV 
not in any way at all Other . Then generally , if Sameness is the contrary of Otherness , then Sameness 
ovdevog ἕτερον. ὃ OAWG δειταύτοτης AVTIKEITAL ETEPpOTNS, SE TALTOTNS 
is Superior to Otherness , then it is in no way Lawful to associate the worse with The One ; thus , It is 
KPELTT@V ETEPOTNTOG , οὐδαμοῦ θεμις αναγεῖν TO χειρον EML TOEV : GAD’ 
associated with neither or with the Superior of the two , as we also said about them before . Surely then , 
μηδετερον n KPELTTOV TOLV SLOLV , ὥσπερ KAI EAEYOLEV ETL τῶν TPOTEPOV . γοῦν 
Otherness also has to be in some way in contrary way in relation to The One , if it is Lawful to say so ; 
H etepotns καὶ exer πῶς αντικειμενὼς προς το ἕν, δι θεμις εἰιἰπειν, 
insofar as , on the one hand , The One is The Cause of Unity , while on the other hand , Otherness is 
καθοσον μεν το ἕν αἴτιον EV@OEMS , δὲ ἢ ETEPOTNS 
The Cause of Division . Whereas Sameness , through Its Holding-together of Real-Beings and through Its 
διαιρεσεῶς: δὲ ηταύῦτοτης δια τῆς συνοχῆς τῶν οντῶν καὶι τῆς 
Commonality , Imitates The Unity which proceeds from The One. Accordingly then , The One is 
κοινώνιας μιμεῖται τὴν EVWOLV EMNKOLOAV απο TOD EVOG : apa TO EV ἔστι 
not in any way at all Other , but It is rather more Same than Other. Βιϊ It is certainly not The Same 
οὐδαμῶς ETEPOV, αλλα μὲν μαλλον ταῦτον ἡ ETEPOV : μην οὐ ταῦτον 
either , as it will become clear as we proceed . 
οὐδε, ὡς EOTALELSNAOV προιοῦσιν. 
Perhaps then , someone might raise a difficulty against us , by asking “How then, can 
Iows δ᾽ τις αν απορήσειεξ προς ἡμὰς πῶς ODV 
the One be said to be transcendent over all , if it is not other than them ; for that which is transcendent , 
TO εν δλεγεται εξηρησθαι TOV TAVTOV , El EOTLV μὴ ETEPOV αὑτῶν, YAP TO ECNnPNLEVOV 
is distinct from those which it transcends , and it will be separate from everything that is divided from it , 
KEKPITAL TODTOV WV  EENPTTAL, καὶ EOTAL KEYMPLOHEVOV TAVTOG , OD SINPNTAL AT ALTOD : 
but everything which is divided is divided through otherness ; for just as we said , on the one hand , 


δὲ παν TO διηρημξνον διηρηται δια τῆς ETEPOTNTOS : YAP ὡς ELMOLEV , μεν 
otherness is divisive , whereas sameness is cohesive”. Surely then, in reply to this , I would say that 
ἢ ETEPOTIG SLALPETIKOV , SE ἡ TALTOTISG ODVEKTIKOV . én Προς ταῦτα av dainv ott 


The One Transcends and is Separate from Beings , but It does not hold This Separate and Transcendent 
TO EV ECNPNTAL καὶ EOTL YWPLOTOV απο TOV OVTOV , καὶ OV EXEL τοῦτο TO χώριστον καὶ εξηρημενον 
Position of Seniority over Beings through Otherness , but rather through Another Ineffable Superiority , 
TPEGPELOV TMV OVIMV KATA τὴν ETEPOTHTA, αλλα κατ᾽ QAANHV αφραστον ὑπεροχῆν, 

and not such as Otherness provides to Beings . For it is just as when we use of the word always in relation 
καὶ οὐχ OLAV ἡ ETEPOTIS παρξχξι τοῖς OVOLV . YAP δστι Ὡς αδι 
to both The Kosmos on the one hand, and on the other hand , in relation to Intellect ; thus this always is 

και οκοσμος μεν καὶ δὲ ἐστι ο νοὺς : αλλ’ τοῦτο TO GEL 
not used in the same way for both , but in the one place it is Temporal , whereas in another place , It is 

OD ταῦτο EN’ αμῴφοτερα, AAA’ μεν OTOD χρονικον, δὲ OTOD 

Eternal and Beyond all Time ; in the same way also on the one hand , Intellect is Transcendent over Soul , 


αἰώνιον καὶ ENEKELVA MOAVTOG YPOVOD : OLTWS καὶ μὲν Ovovg ξεξηρηται τῆς ψυχης 
and The One is Transcendent over The Real Beings , but on the other hand, in the case of Intellect , This 
καὶ TO EV τῶν OVTOV , αλλ᾽ δπι μὲν νοῦ το 
Transcendence is achieved through The Otherness that Causes Distinctions among Beings , but in the 


εξηρησθαι κατα τὴν δτεροτήητα τὴν διακριτικῆν τωνοντῶν, δὲ 
case of The One, in ἃ mode prior to Otherness ; for Otherness imitates The Transcendence and The 


δπι τοῦ EVOG προ ETEPOTITOG : γὰρ ἢ ξτεροτῆς μιμξιται το εξηρημξνον καὶ TO 
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Unmixed Nature of The One , just as Sameness Imitates Its Ineffable Otherness . Therefore , The One is 
αμιγες EKELVOD , καθάπερ ἡ TAVTOTHS τὴν APPAOTOV τὴν ETEPOTNHTA : οὺν ἕκξινο 
Separated from Wholes in a different way than the way in which Otherness Separates Real Beings from 
κεχώρισται TOV OAMV αλλως και αλλως ἢ ETEPOTHS χῶριζει τὰ οντὰ απ’ 
Each other . But this is also clear as in the case of those that are opposites ; for one cannot say that , 
αλληλῶν. d& καὶ AnAOV οἷον δεπι τῶν αντικειμενῶν: γὰρ οὐκ φαναι 
that which absolutely does not exist in any way , is other than Being , because that which is other , even if 
TO OV μηδαμῶς ἔστιν ETEPOV TOD OVTOG  διοτι το ETEPOV 
it is non-existent in one sense , it is yet existent ; and that which is non-existent in this sense , is no less 
un Ov EV TN EOTLKAL OV: καὶι TO μὴ OV OLT® , OD EAADOOV 
existent for that , as Plato says (Soph 258a) ; and since if It were in no way existent , how could It partake 
TOD OVTOG παρ᾽, φησι : καὶ γὰρ μηδαμῶς ον πῶς AV μξτεχοι 
of any other Genus of The Real Beings ? [Therefore , just as that which absolutely does not exist , is not 
1185 τινος ετερον γενοὺς TOV OVTOV ; [ Supplied by Westerink 
other than Being] , in order that it may not by becoming other , need to be banished from All of The Real 
wa Un  YEVOLEVOV ETEPOV LUNN EKTECOV TOV TAVTOV 
Beings . In the same way , The One is Transcendent over All Beings , but It is not transcendent because 
OVTOV . Ovta TO EV EGNPNLEVOV TOV παντῶν OVT@V,  EOTLV οὐ εξηρημενον διοτι 
It is other , in order that It may not , in being other , It should no longer be transcendent over all beings . 
ETEPOV , wa un OV ETEPOV UNKETL 1] ECNPNLEVOV TOV TAVTOV OVTOV. 
For one must not change the negation into an affirmation , according to which , It is none of all those 
yap det Ov μεταλαμβανεῖιν τὴν ἀποφασιν εις καταφασιν καθ’ ἣν EOTL οὐδεν TOV παντῶν 
arising from the negations . Thus being Other is an assertion ; since we do not use the notion of being 


δπι TOV ἀαποφασεῶν: SE TOETEPOV καταφασις  EMEl οὐδὲ AEYOLLEV TO 
Transcendent in the proper way , when speaking of The One , nor of any other of those names that 
εξηρηθαι KUPLOG οὐδ’ τι GAAO τῶν ονοματῶν 


properly refer to The Real-Beings . 
φεροντῶν εἰς τα οντα. 


Parmenides: Nor yet will it be the same with-lItself . 

139d οὐδὲ UNV EOTAL ταῦτον EQUTO. 

Aristotle: Why not then ἢ (πῶς ov δ᾽ ;) 

Parmenides: Without a doubt the nature of The One is not at all the same with that of The Same . 
δήπου φυσις TOL EVOG οὐχ περ αὑτῇ και τουὐταῦτου. 

Aristotle: Why then ? (τι δη ;) 

Parmenides: Because at the time when anything becomes the same with-anything , 


OTL ETELOALV τι γενηται TALTOV TO 
it does not , on this account , become one . 
οὐκ γιγνεται EV. 


Aristotle: But what then indeed ? (αλλα τι μὴν 1) 
Parmenides: That which becomes the same with-many things , 
YEVOLLEVOV TALTOV τοις πολλοις 
necessarily becomes many , but not one . 
avayKY γιγνεσθαι πολλα, αλλ’ OvY EV. 
Aristotle: True (αληθη.) 
Parmenides: But if The One and The Same differ in no respect , whenever anything 


QAM’ ELTO EV KALTO TALTOV διαφερει UNSALN , OMOTE τι 
becomes Same ,, it will always become One , and whenever it becomes One, it will be Same . 
EYLYVETO ταῦτον,αἂν OLEL EYLYVETO EV, καὶ ONOTE εν, ταῦτον. 
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Aristotle: Entirely so indeed . 
πανὺ YE. 
Parmenides: Accordingly then , If The One should be the same with-itself , 
139e apa ει TO EV ἔσται ταῦτον EQLTO, 
it would be , to-itself , that which is Not-One . And in this way One Being will be not-One ; 
ἔσται εαῦυτῷ οὐχ EV. και OvT@ EV ον ξσταιοῦχ EV: 
But certainly , this is indeed impossible . 
αλλα μὴν TOVTO YE AOVVATOV : 


This is the fourth of the problems ; that The One is not The Same as itself , 
Τοῦτο OTL TO TETAPTOV TOV TPOBANLATMV , OTL TO EV EOTLV οὐκ ταῦτον εαῦτῳ 
neither by Sameness nor by participating of Sameness . And he first shows , that It is not by Sameness ; 
οὔτε ὡς ταυτοτῆς OVTE ὡς METEXYOV TALTOTHTOG. Kaimpotspov ,OTL οὐχ MSG ταυτοτήης: 
for if the One were The Same as Sameness , then all that partakes of sameness must become one 
yap Εἰ to €v δστι TALTOTYS, TMAV το μξτεχον TAVTOTNTOG Sel γιγνεσθαι Ev 
according to that participation , and must also partake of The Same ; for they must necessarily become 
κατ᾽ EKELVO καὶ PETEXELV TOD TALTOD : YAP παντῶς ἀναγκαῖον 
one in one way or the other , and especially since Sameness is secondary to The One , for nothing exists 
κατ᾽ ἀλλο μὲν καιαλλο. Και ἢ ῃ ταῦτοτης δεύτερον τοῦ EVOG : γὰρ οὐδὲν EOTLV 
that is devoid of The One ; for even Otherness creates everything that It creates , along with The One ; 
VED TOD EVOG : YAP καὶ ἢ ETEPOTHS ποῖξι παν οτι αν ποιη μετα TOD EVOG: 
and since it is entirely impossible for any of The Real Beings to exist without participating of The One . 
καὶ γὰρ παντελῶς AOVVATOV τι τῶν οντῶν δἰἴναι OUETOYOV TOD EVOG : 
Therefore , insofar as it will be The Same , it will be necessarily be one according to this , if indeed 
δε καθο E0TAL ταῦτον εξ ἀναγκῆς [Ev] κατα τοῦτο, δπειπὲερ 
Sameness is The One. __ But there is certainly something which insofar as it partakes in sameness , 
ἡ ταῦτοτης EOTLV TO EV: GAAQ EOTL UNV τι καθο μεταλαμβανεξι ταὐυτοτητος 
it becomes many , such as , that which becomes the same as the many , but not one ; accordingly then , 
1186 γιγνομενον TOAAG , οἷον TO YLYVOLEVOV TALTOV τοῖς πολλοις, και ODY EV: apa 
The One is not The Same as Sameness. For just as that which has become the same as man is man , 
TOEV οὐκ ἢ ταυτοτης. yap ὥσπερ TO γιγνομᾶνον ταῦτον TO AVOPOTM εστι AVOPMTOG , 
and that which has become the same as horse is horse , and that which has become the same as white 
καὶ το τωιππῶιππος, καὶ το YLYVOLEVOV ταῦτον τῷ λεύῦύκω 
is white , and the same as black is black , so also in the case of everything else , that which has been 
AEDKOV , καὶ TO TM μέλανι LEAGV, Ka E71 παντῶν OTAWC TO TAVTOD— 
assimilated to some species receives the form of that to which it is said to be in every way the same , so 
—HEVOV προς τιξιδος δεχξεται EKELVOD προς O λεγεται παντῶς TALTOVOOAL , 
also that which has become the same as the many , by becoming many has become the same as the many . 
OLT® TO YLYVOLEVOV ταῦτον τοις πολλοῖς τῶ γιγνεσθαι TOAAG γιγνεται ταῦτον τοις πολλοις. 
Therefore , that which has become the same as the many , insofar as it is many , it is the same as them ; 


οῦν γιγνομενον Ταῦτον τοις πολλοις, «abo πολλὰ , ἐστιν ταῦτον αὕτοις: 
but certainly then , insofar as it is many it is impossible for it to be one. Accordingly then , The One is 
αλλα μὴν καθο πολλὰ αδῦνατον δεἰιναι [εν]: apa TO EV EOTL 
not Sameness ; for if it were so , according to the same reason , all those that participate of Sameness , 
οὐκ TALTOTHS: yap av nv κατα TO ALTO TOVTOA μετέχοντα TAVLTOTHTOG 
would also become One . But it has been shown that in the case of The Many , that this is not the case , 
καὶ γιγνομενα EV . δὲ Δεδεικται ETL TOV πολλῶν [ott] EOTL οὐκ, 
because of the oppositeness , as it were , of The Many tothe One. Then having demonstrated this , 
δια αντιθεσιν OLOV τῶν πολλῶν TLPOG TO EV: de δειχθεντι Ttovt@ 
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he then goes on to show that The One is not The Same , in the sense of participating in Sameness ; 


OLT® KALOLVNWE OTL TO EV οὐχι TADLTOV, ὡς μεταλαβον ταυτοτητος: 
for if it will thus be the same as itself , in the sense of participating of sameness , which is other , then 
γὰρ El EOTAL OLTWS TALTOV EQAUTO , ως LETEXYOV TALTOTHTOG οὐυσηςαλλης, 
the One will not be one ; for it will be , through participating of sameness , both one and something else 
TO EV OLY EOTALEV: YAP EOTAL τῷ μεταλαβεῖν TALTOTHTOG TE EV καὶ τι AAAO 
which it is not , and it will no longer preserve the characteristic of the One , by becoming a multiplicity 
O s0TLUN, KOL OUKETL φυλαξει τὴν ιἰδιοτήτα TOL EVOG, γένομδνον πληθος 


instead of one. But he has summed up all this concisely by saying that , “If the One should be the same 
αντι TOD Evoc. dE περιέλαβεν TAVTA Ταῦτα συντομῶς ELMWV MG , ELMEP TO EV ξσται ταῦτον 
with-itself , it would be in relation to itself , not One”; for sameness has been shown to be other than 
EADTO ἔσται εαῦτω OLY EV : YAP TAVTOTNG δεδεικται ἕτερον 
The One. Therefore , the whole argument is potentially contained in such a proposition ; everything that 
TOD EVOG.  ObV ο συμπας λογος εστι Avvapet τοιοῦτος ἢ παν το 
is the same as something, either partakes οἵ Sameness, or is itself the same. But The One neither partakes 
OV ταῦτον TLOLV Ἢ LETEYEL TAVTOTNTOG , ἡ EOTL AVTO TAVTOV: SE TOEV οὔτε LETEXEL 
of Sameness as being other , in order that it may not in partaking of something else besides The One , 
TAVTOTNTOG ὡς οὐσῆς AAATGS , wa μη LETEXYOV Tov ἀλλοῦ παρὰ TO EV 
It would not be One , nor is The One Sameness Itself , for it is not the case that what pertains to Sameness 
οὐχ η EV : οὐτξ EOTL QAVTOTALTOTHS , YAP ov οἷς DLTMAPYEL TALTOTNSC 
also pertains to The One. For it is possible for The Many to be The Same as The Many , but it is not 
καὶ TOLUTOIG TO EV: yap SvVATOV ταπολλα εἰναι ταῦτα τοις πολλοις, 5— οὐ 
possible for Them to be One, so long as they are Many. Accordingly then , The One is not Sameness , 
δύνατον ειναι EV , EWG avy πολλα: apa TO EV ODK TAVTOTIS , 
nor can it be The Same by partaking of Sameness . 
οὔτε δυνάμενον ELVAL TALTOV ὡς LETEXOV TAVTOTNTOG . 
Thus on the one hand , the argument as a whole is such as this . But on the other hand , 
OvV LEV O λογος συμπας τοιοῦτος. δ᾽ 
someone might raise the objection against us ; in order that we begin from the last problems ; as to where 
1187 tig av ANOPNOELE προςημας, ιν’ αρξωμεθα απο τῶν TEAELTALOV , που 
and in what passage he has shown that there is something that becomes one and not the same . Therefore , 
καὶ EV τισιν εδειξεν WG εστι τι YUYVOLEVOV EV και ουταῦτον. ODV 
on the one hand , that that which becomes the same does not , according to this , in all cases also become 
LEV Ot το γιγνομδνον ταῦτον ου κατα τοῦτο παντῶς καὶ γιγνεται 
One , has been demonstrated because that which becomes the same as many does not become one , but 
εν, δεδειχθὼ διοτι το γιγνομξνον ταῦτον τοις πολλοις οὐ γιγνεταιεν, αλλα 
many ; but on the other hand , only this having been demonstrated , then why does he bring on two more 
TOAAG. , δὲ μονοῦ τούτου προσδειχθεντος, TOG ENNVEYKEV vO 
problems , by saying , “whenever anything has become the same , it will always , also have become one 
ὡς ξιπῶν, οποτε τι EYLYVETO ταῦτον, αν αξι καὶ δγιγνετο ὃν 
at that same time , if sameness and one were the same” . Then , one must reply , that by the same way 
ταῦτον ONOTE, ELTALTOTYS καὶ EV ἡνταῦτον. d& Ρετεον OTL KATA τὴν ALTNV OSOV 
of reasoning we may also add this ; “for anything becomes one , becomes other than the many ; and yet if 
TOD AOYOD καὶ προσθήσομεν τοῦτο : YAP τι YLYVOHEVOV EV YLYVETALL ETEPOV τῶν πολλῶν : KOLLTOL δι 
sameness and One were indeed the same , it would be necessary that , that which becomes one , would 


TAVTOTYG KALEV NV YE ταῦτον, δδει το γιγνομξνον EV 
immediately become the same also , but not other ; for just as that which is the same as the many is not 
εὐθὺς γιγνεσθαι ταῦτον και, αλλα μη ETEPOV : YAP ὡς ταῦτον τοις πολλοις οὐχ 
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one , so also The One is not the same as the many.” Then one might say that , that which becomes one , 
EV, οὐτῶ TOEV OL ταῦτον τοις πολλοις. δ᾽ τις av Εἴποι οτι το γιγνομξνον EV 
not being one previously , becomes different from those that are not one , but becomes the same as itself , 
OLY ον EV TPOTEPOV γιγνεται TOV ovy ev, δὲ ταῦτον EALTM 
and the reason why that is other than those that are not one, is that it is the same as itself . Perhaps then , 
καὶ δια TO ETEDOV TOD τῶν OvY EV , OTL ταῦτον ELT. Μηποτε ovV 
on the one hand , that which becomes one necessarily becomes other than those that are not one , but on 
μεν το YLYVOMEVOV εν εξ αναγκῆς γιγνεται ETEDOV τῶν OvY EV, 
the other hand , it does not bring with it the notion of the same insofar as it is one ; for it becomes other 
δὲ OD σύναγει τῆν EVVOLAV TOD αὐτοῦ καθοσον EOTIV EV : γὰρ γιγνεται ETEPOV 
than those that are not one by means of antithesis/contradiction , whereas it is by being One that The One 
TOV οὐχ EV δια τὴν αἀντιθεσιν, δὲ καθο EV TO EV 
is One ; since It is not one of those related to something (relative) ; for It Is of Itself (Absolute) , whereas 
EOTLV EV, OVOLK TOV προς τι yop καθ’ avto : yap 
that which is the same , is one of those related to something . Therefore , that something that becomes one 
TO ταῦτον TOV προς τι το τι γίγνεσθαι ὃν 
does not bring with it the notion of the same ; for in all cases That which Is Of-Itself (Absolute) Exists 
OD  OLVELObEPEL TO ταῦτον : YAP πανταχοῦ τὰ καθ’αῦτο προ-- 
Prior to that which is related to something (relative) for which reason , that which becomes ΟΠΘ, is not 
πυπαρχξι TOV προς τι διοτι TO γιγνομενον ὃν ου 
in every case the same , because Those that exist Of-Themselves (Absolute) Exist Prior to those that exist 
παντῶς TALTOV : διοτι TO καθ’ αὐτο προ του 
in relation to something ἰὼ. whereas that which is the same , is one of those that are said to exist 
προς τι δὲ το ταῦτον τῶν λεγομενῶν εστιν 
in relation to something , for something may be at the same time both not the same and one . Accordingly 
προς τι :γὰρ τι Ἔστι αμα καὶ οὐταῦτον KO EV. apa 
then , Sameness and The One are not Absolutely One . For this reason Plato , confiding in this argument , 
ἡ ταῦτοτης και TOEV Οὐκ απλὼς Ev. Διοπερ οΠλατῶν θαρρῶν to AoYw 
has added that if the One were sameness , then that which is the same , would also be one , by being 
ENNYAYEV MSG EL TOEV NV TALTOTIC, TO ταῦτον αν και ἣν EV καθο 
the same , and the One be the same by being One ; but it was shown that that which is the same as the 
ταῦτον, καὶ TO EV ταῦτον καθο ev: δὲ εφανῃ το ταῦτον τοις 
many was many , and according to this , not one , and that which becomes one is no longer the same . 
πολλοῖς TOAAG , καὶ KATO TALTO TO ODY EV, καὶ τογίγνομενον Ev OLT@ TALTOV. 
Then in turn , some raise the problem as to how we say that something becomes the same as the many ; 
τοινὺν Παλιν τινες ATOPNOOvOL TOS φαμὲν γιγνεσθαι ταῦτον τοις πολλοις: 
for it would be more proper to say equal , but not same . Then one must reply to them, that there is an 
γὰρ NV δικαίοτερον εἰπεῖν LOOV , αλλ’ οὐ ταῦτον: δε PNTEOV προς αὑτοὺς OTL EOTIV 
Essential Multiplicity among Real-Beings , but then there is another which comes in from the outside and 
1188 οὐσιῶδες πληθος EV τοις OvOL, δε τὸ επιγιγνομενον δεξωθεν και 
is adventitious/non-innate/accidental , and The One Kind Subsists among The Ideas , while the other kind 
ETIELGOOLWOEG ,KOL TO μὲν Ὀφεστηκος EV τοις ELOEOLV , TO O€ 
exists in material works . So that when Essential Multiplicity and Number become The Same Number , 
EV τοις EVLAOIG πραγμασιν: OTAV TO OVOLMSEL πληθει καὶ TO ἀριθμῷ γιγνήῆται ο ALTOS αριθμος, 
not that number which exists among those that are numbered , but That which is Number , Absolutely , 


οὐχ OG στιν ὃν τοῖς NplOUNLEVOIG , GAA’ OG EOTIV αριθμος απλῶς, 
in this case , One Multiple is said to become The Same as The Other Multiple , but not Equal ; for The 
τηνικαῦτα TO πληθος AEyEeTat γινεσθαι ταῦτον τῷ TANVEL , αλλ οὐκ LOOV : γὰρ τὴν 
rt 
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Communion among Essential-Beings takes place according to Sameness , whereas equality according to 
KOLV@VLO ODOLAV ἐστιν TALTOTYHS,  O& ηϊσοτῆς κατα 
some quantity , is not Essential Quantity . For just as within the scope of quality , there is one quality 


τι ποσον Ov TO οὐσιῶδες TOGOV. yap ὥς ποιον το QAAO μὲν 

which is Simply Quality , then there is another which defines Superabundant Quality , so also , there is 
μονῶς ποιον, αλλο δὲ αφοριζον το περιουσιαν το TOLOV , οὑτῶ και 

One Quantity which is Quantity Properly So , and another which is Quantity in Essence ; when Two Such 
αλλο μὲν ποσον το ποσον KUPLOG, καὶ αλλο δε το ποσον EV οὐσια : OTAV δυο τοιαῦτα 
Quantities Commune with One-another , They Commune through Sameness , just as Essential Qualities 

ποσὰ  KOLV@VN προς AAANAG , κοινῶνει δια TALTOTHTOG , καθαπερ TA οὐσιώδη TA TOL 
also surely Commune with One-another through Sameness , but not through Likeness . 

καὶ δὴ  KOLV@VEL δια ταῦτοτητος, AAA’ οὐ δι’ ομοιοτητος. 

So much then , on the one hand , for that problem . But on the other hand , 


Ταῦτα ovv μεν προς τῆν αποριαν. δὲ 
the philosopher also indicates by these words themselves that it is possible on the one hand , for Sameness 
0 φιλοσοφος καὶ Ενδεικνῦται δι᾽ TOUT@V αὐτῶν OTL SLVATOV μὲν ταὐυτοτηταὰ 
to Co-exist with Otherness and Multiplicity ; while on the other hand , Unity and The One, are said to be 


συνεῖναι ETEPOTNTLKAL πληθει : δὲ ῃ EV@OIG KALTO EV εἰρηται 
Beyond any Co-arrangement with Multiplicity ; for if it is possible for The Many to Partake of Sameness , 


ETEKELVO τῆς συνταξεὼς προς TO TANVOG: yap EL SLVATOV τα πολλα μετασχεῖν TAVTOTNTOS , 
but insofar as They are Many They will not be One , although because of this They are The Same as The 


dé Kado πολλὰ εσται οὐκ EV, καιῖτοι δια τοῦτο ονταὰ ταῦτα τοις 
Others that are Many , then on the one hand , it is clear that Sameness also exists among Multitudes , but 
ETEPOLG OTL TOAAG, LEV TPOSNAOV OTL ταύῦτοτης καὶ EOTAL εν πλήθεσιν, 

on the other hand , Oneness Wills to Transcend Multiplicity . From which Source it is reasonably shown 


δὲ evoTys βούλεται εξηρησθαι tov πληθους. Οθεν εικοτῶς δεικνυται 
that The One is not Sameness ; for Sameness does not Stand-Apart from Multiplicity , whereas The One 


ὡς TO EV EOTL οὐκ TAVTOTHS : YAP ἡ TALTOTHS OD ANOOTATEL TOD πληθους, dg TO ὃν 
is Outside all those that are multiple . For in every case Each Order brings in something along with Itself 


EOTLV ECM TOV πεπληθυσμενῶν : YAP παντῶς εκαστῆη TASIG συνεισῴφερει TL EQUTY 
which did not exist prior to it ; such as on the one hand , the realm of generation has the change of essence 
Oo un ηνπροαῦτης, οἷον LEV ἢ γενεσις τὴν μεταβολὴν κατ᾽ ουσιαν 
which The Heavenly Realm does not have , but Heaven possesses circular spatial motion which The Soul 
nv 0 ovpavos οὐκ ELYEV , δὲ O OVPAVOG τὴν KLOKA® τοπικὴν κινησιν ἣν ἡ ψυχή 
Of-Itself does not have , but Soul has Transitive Intellections which Intellect does not have , but Intellect 
καθ’ αὐτὴν οὐκ e1yev , δὲ ἡ ψυχῆ τὴν μεταβατικὴν VONOLV NV ονοὺῦὺς ODK ElYEV , δὲ O VOUG 
longs after The Intelligible which Being does not have , but Being has Sameness and Otherness , which 
τὴν OpsElv TOD VONTOD NV TOOV ODKELYE , OE TO OV τὴν ταυτοτητα καὶ ETEPOTHTA , NV 
The One Itself Transcends , having no need of These , neither of Sameness (for It has a Simplicity which 
TOEVADLTO ξξηρηται δξεομενον μηδὲν TOLTOV NTE τῆς TAVTOTHTOS (γὰρ ElyE ATAOTNHTA NV 
is Superior to Sameness) , nor of Otherness for It has a Superabundance which is Superior to Otherness . 
1189 κρειττονα TALTOTNTOG ), UNTE ETEPOTNTOG : γὰρ ειχε ὑπερβολὴν KPELTTOVE ETEPOTNTOG . 


Parmenides: Accordingly then , it is also impossible for The One 
139e apa και αδυνατον TO EVI 
to be either , other from-another or the same with-itself . 


ειναι ἢ ETEPOV ETEPOD ἢ TALTOV EALTO. 
Aristotle: Impossible . 


αδυνατον. 
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He has produced this common conclusion for the two propositions just demonstrated ; 
ETNYAYEV τοῦτο KOLVOV ODUTEPAGHA Τῶν θεωρηματῶν TOV προσεχῶς SESELYHEVOV : 
for he says that “it is impossible for The One to be either other than something or the same with-itself”. 
yop φησιν QOLVATOV TO EV ElVOL ἢ ETEPOV τινῶν Ἢ ταῦτον EQLTO . 
Thus one must not consider this , as being indicative of weakness and a deficiency of power , nor in turn 
un νομισης Tovto ειναι ασθενειαν καὶ τι EAAELWLV δυναμεῶς, μηδὲ αὖ 
as a superabundance of power ; for there is also an impossibility of this kind , just as we are accustomed 
LTEPBOANV SLVALEWG : YAP EOTL καὶ ASLVATOV τοι τοιοῦτον, ὡς ειώθαμεν 
to say that it is impossible for the one who is earnest to miss the mark , but rather to hit The Preeminence 
λεγειν εἰναι AdLVATOV TOV σπουδαῖον αμαρτειν, αλλα τὴν ὑπεροχὴν 
which is Superior to all power. For in this sense , that which is impossible , may be truly predicated 
KPELTTO® πάσης δυναμξδῶς : yap Ovtw TO AOLVATOV αληθῶς ETL 
of The One , as being [Superior] to all Potency which Proceeds from It , both That which is Productive of 
TOD EVOG ὡς [κρειττον TT] πάσης δυναμεὼς προιοῦσης εξ αὐτου. TE ετεροποῖοῦ 
Otherness and That which is Productive of Sameness among The Real-Beings ; for from That Source 
και ταυτοποιῖοῦ τῶν οντῶν : γὰρ exelOev 
Proceeds both The Limit which is The Author of all Sameness in Beings , and The Unlimited which is 
και το TMEPAG το XYOPNYOV TAGNS ταῦτοτητος τοῖς οὐσι, καὶ TO AMELPOV 
Generative of all Distinction and Division . Therefore , just as The One is Beyond all Limit and Beyond 
γεννήητικον πάσης SLAKPLOEWS καὶ SLALPEGEMS . OV Ὡς ἔστι ὑπερ παν περας καὶ ὑπερ 
all Unlimitedness , so also , is The One Beyond all Sameness , and far more so Beyond all Otherness , 
πασαν απειριαν, OLTM και ὑπερ TAGAV TALTOTNTA , καὶ TOAAW μαλλον ὑπερ πασαν ETEPOTNTA 
both That which is Divine and That which Subsists among Beings . If then , Some Divine Order should be 


και θειαν τε καὶ υὑφεστῶσαν εν τοις οὐσιν. Etovv τις θειαταξις χαρακ- 
Characterized by Them , as being Especially Beyond All of The Divine Orders , The One would still be 
πτηριζοιτο κατ’ αὐτὰ μάλιστα ENEKELVA πασῶν τῶν θειῶν ταξεξῶν, TO δεν OAV και 


Beyond This Order ; and That which is not Same or Other would reveal The Order of The Gods 
ταύτης : καὶ TO ELVAL μη TAVTOV ἡ ἕτερον EKHALVOL τὴν διακοσμησιν TOV θεῶν 
which Proceed , especially according to These . 
προιοῦσαν διαφεροντῶς KATA ταῦτα 


Parmenides: Surely in this way , The One will indeed not be Different or The Same 
139e én οὔτω TO EV QV YE ODT’ EIN ETEPOV ἢ ταῦτον 
with-itself nor with-another . 

αὐτῷ οὔτ᾽ AV ETEPM. 

Aristotle: For thus it could not. (yap ovv ov.) 


This is the common conclusion of all the four problems , which on the one hand , reverts back 


Τοῦτο EOTL KOLVOV συμπερασμα τῶν TETTAPOV TPOBANLATOV , μεν ανακαμπτον 
to the first proposition , but on the other hand , it is expressed somewhat differently . For there he said 


ETL τὴν πρώτην προτασιν, δε OLATETPAYHEVOV πὼς αλλοιοτερον. YOP EKEL ELMEV 
that on the one hand , The One was certainly indeed , neither The Same with another nor with itself , thus 


LEV TO EV μην yé οὐδὲ ταῦτον ov’ ετερῷ οὐυθ’ eavta, 
first of all separating the same from the other , and then the other (from the same) ; but here , on the other 


προτερον OLEAMV TO TALTOV TOD ETEPOD , ELTA TO ETEPOV (Dillon): dé sevtav0a 
hand , he has added both The Other and The Same at the same time to produce Their common division , 


προσθεις ALM TO ETEPOV καὶ ταῦτον αμα ENNYAYE τὴν κοινὴν διαιρεσιν, 
by adding , neither with-itself nor with-another , and he has indeed begun from The Other and ended 


προσθεις, οὔτ᾽ AV αὐτῷ OVLT’ AV ETEPM , και YE NPEATO ATO TOD ETEPOD καὶ KaATEANEEV 
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with The Other , thus imitating The Cycle of Intellectual Activity , both through his conciseness and 
1190 εις το ETEPOV , μιμουμενος TOV KDKAOV τῆς VOEPAS EVEPYELAG , καὶ δια της συντομιας καὶ 
through his beginning from The Same and ending with The Same element . Therefore , on the one hand , 
δια τῆς απο TOV αὑτοῦ KATAANEEWS προς TO ALTO . Ada LEV 
so much concerning these matters ; but on the other hand , perhaps someone would ask us , after these 
ταῦτα περι τουτῶν : δ᾽ LOWG τις AV EMAVEPOLTO ἡμᾶς, TOVTWV 
have been presented , if those that are indeed other than The One might not be other than It ; for the others 
dESELYLEVOV , él TO ye aaAda τοῦ EVOG AV EIN ETEPA αὐτοῦ : YAP TA AAA 
also seem to bring along with them the report that they are other than The One ; for on the one hand , 
και OOKEL συνεισφερεῖν τὴν ONUNV ALTA ElVAL TOD ETEPA τοῦ EVOG: Yap LEV 
they are not in any way the same ; for they are not also One . But perhaps on the other hand, as we said , 
οὐδαμῶς ταῦτα : YAP ταῦτα EOTL οὐ καιξν. Μηποτε δε , OG δειπομξν, 
insofar as The Many are Other , They must also be entirely in every way Other , but not Other than The 
NY τα TOAAG μὲν ETEPA καὶ §EO0TIVTQVIN παντῶς GAAAG , de ovyY ETEPA TOD 
One ; for as he himself has declared , that which is other , is other than another ; therefore , even if they 
EVOG : YAP ὡς ALTOS TPOELPNKE TO ETEPOV ETEPOV ETEPOD , ODV καὶ δι 
should be called others and other than The One , one should not say it in the sense that they have made 
λεγοιτο αλλα KOLETEPA TOD EVOG, OLY A&YETAL OLTM@G ὡς ποιησαμδνα 
their procession from It by means of Otherness ; for then Otherness would be Second after The One and 
τὴν TPOOSOV απ’ EKELVOD δι’ ETEPOTNTOG: YAP πη τεροτης AV NV SEvTEPA LETH TO EV και 
Intermediate between The One and the Many , in order that These should proceed in accordance with It . 
Leon TOD EVOG καὶ τῶν πολλῶν, IVA και ταῦτα προιη κατ᾽ αὐτὴν 
Thus on the one hand , let there be a declination (ET Props. 28-29,36,63-64) from The One to these ; but on 
AAW’ LIEV εσται ὑφεσις περι TO εντοῦτοις, 
the other hand , not every declination is the product of Otherness , but only that declination which is in 
δὲ οὐ πασα υφεσις εστιν EYYOVOG ETEPOTNTOG, AAA’ ὑφεσις EV 
The Realm of The Ideas . Surely then from which Source everything that is other than Its Proper Cause 
τοις διάκοσμοις ELONTIKOIG . ON Οθεν παν το ETEPOV τῆς οἴκειας αἰἴτιας 
is also descended from It , but not everything that has descended, is of itself in a relation of Otherness to 
καὶ υφειται αὐτῆς, deov παν TO υὑφειμενον εαύτου ἡτεροιῶται προς 
That Cause . Perhaps then , one might also express it in this way , that those that are other than The One 
TO EKELVO αἴτιον. Taya δ᾽ av και AEYOLTO οὕτως τα AAG τοῦ EVOG 
are other than The One , by having made their departure from The One , having been rendered other , 
ELVOL ETEPA TOD νος, ὡς ποιησαμξνα τὴν αποστασιν ATO TOL EVOG ετεροιώθεντος 
by means of The Otherness which has entered into them ; for by their being differentiated (from That 
διὰ τὴν ETEPOTHTA συνεισελθουσαν ADLTOIG : YAP δια TA ALTA TOL AVETEPOLMTOD ( 
which is Exempt from differentiation) by reason of Its Simplicity , they have been allotted an inferior rank , 
provided by Dillon ) δια τὴν ANAOTHTA EAQYEV Ὀφειμενὴν TAELV , 
so that they will also be called other than The One , since by becoming other than the others , they are 
ὥστε καὶ ρηθησεται αλλα τοῦ EVOG , ὡς δια γενεσθαι αλλα τῶν αλλῶν χωρ- 
separated from The One , which rejects in every possible way being addressed in relation to another . 
—109EVTA τοῦ EVOG αναϊνομενοῦ πανταπασιν τὴν TPOCHYOPLAV AAANA@V 
Therefore , since Otherness in Beings is twofold , or rather threefold ; the one , that of Superior Natures , 
ovv δὲ τῆς ETEPOTNTOG EV τοῖς OVOLV OVONS AITTNS μαλλον τριττῆς, τῆς MEV TOV KPELTTOVOV , 
the other , that of subordinate natures , and the third , that of Coordinate Natures . Thus on the one hand , 


τῆς δὲ τῶν χειρονῶν, τῆς dE τῶν ομοστοιχῶν, μεν 
among The Super-Essential Beings , instead of The Otherness of The Superior Ideas in relation to Those 
δν τοις ὑπεροῦυσιοις αντι της ETEPOTITOSG τῶν κρειττονῶν τῶν ELOWV προς τὰ 
Td 
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that are Subordinate , we must postulate Transcendence , but on the other hand , instead of The Otherness 


YEIPOVa λήπτεον τὴν ὑπεροχὴν δὲ αντι τῆς 
of the subordinate in relation to Those that are Superior , we must postulate their subjection/descension , 


τῶν YELPOVOV προς TO κρειττονα τὴν ὑφεσιν,. 
but instead of The Distinction of Coordinates from each other , we must postulate Their Characteristic . 
δε AVTL τῆς OLAKPLOEMS τῶν ομοστοιχῶν απ’ AAANA@V τὴν ιδιοτητα 
Therefore , everything descends from The One , and The One Excels Everything , and neither is The One 
1191 ovv Tlavta υφειται TOD EVOG, καὶ τοεν ὑπερέχει παντῶν, καὶ οὔτε. TO EV 
Other than The Others , nor are The Others Other than The One . If then , we use such names , 


ETEPOV TOVOAAMV ODLTE TAGAAM ETEPA  TOVEVOG. Εἰδε καταχρώμεθα τοις ονομασι 
and assert the others in some relation to The One , we must look at our customary ways (I Alc 1130), and 


AEYOVTEG TOAAAG που τοῦ EVOG, EXELV δει ἀαποβλεποντας προς THV συνηθειαν 
pardon such assertions . And , that we cannot properly predicate anything to The One , we will hear the 


συγγνώμην γὰρ Οτι κυριῶς AEyOLEV οὐδὲν ETL τοῦ EVOG , ἀκουσομεθα ο 
philosopher demonstrating as we proceed . But nevertheless , we do assert something about It , because of 


φιλοσοφοῦ δεικνῦντος προιῖιοντες : SE ομῶς λεγομὲεν τι περι αὐτου δια 
the spontaneous deliverance from the birth pangs of the soul concerning The One . 


τὴν AvTObLY ὠδινα τῆς ψυχῆς περι TO EV. 


Parmenides: Surely then , The One will neither be Like nor Unlike anything , 


139e μην Οὐδε εσται OLOLOV οὐδ’ ἀνομοιῖον τῖνι 
neither with respect to-itself nor to-another . 
ov@’ EALTM@ OVO’ ETEPa. 


Aristotle: Why not then . (τι δη ;) 


Parmenides now passes from The One (Demiurgic) Order to The Other Proximate (Assimilative) 


Μεταβεβήκεν an’ αλλης ταξεὼς En’ AAANV προσεχῆ 
Order , just as we shall show in the second hypothesis , and specifically , from The Demiurgic Order to 
τὴν, καθαπερ δειξομεν εν Ty δεύυτερα ὑποθεσει, καὶ απο τῆς δημιουργικὼς TAEEMS ETL 
That Order which is celebrated by other authors as Assimilative , The Characteristic of which is that It is 
τὴν DUVOLHEVYV παρ᾽ AAAWV διασκομησιν APOLOLOTIKNVY , ιδιον nS ειναι 
That which is Solely Super-Kosmic and through which , all those that are En-Kosmic and The Liberated 
TO HOV@SG ὑυὑπερκοσμῖον και δι SG TOVTA τὰ εγκοσμιὰ καὶιτα ATOALTA 


Genera are Assimilated to The Intellectual Gods , and are Conjoined to The Demiurgic Monad 

YEVN APOLOLOLTAL τοις VOEPOIG θεοις, καὶ συναπτεται προς τὴν δημιουργικὴν τὴν μοναδα 
which Transcendently Rules over Wholes , and shows how This Order while being subject to The ΟΠΘ, is 
τὴν EGNPNLEVWS βασιλεύουσαν TOV OAWV , και δεικνυσιν OTMG TALTNG ὑυὑφειμενον TO EV EOTLV 
Generative of Itself , if it is permissible to say so , revealing This Whole Order , along with Those Prior 


γεννήτικον αὑτῆς, δι οἷον TE ELMELV , EKONVAV OAV TAELV μετὰ τῶν προ 
to It , while not denying any Single Intellectual Idea . For there is nothing remarkable in this , if The One 
αὐτῆς, AAA’ OLY AVALVOLEVOV EV VOEPOV E160G . yap Ovde σεμνον τοῦτο ει TO EV 


is Established Above any Single Idea , whether Likeness or Unlikeness , nor must the present argument 


υὑπεριδρυται τινος EVOG ELSOLG, OLOLOTNTOG ἡ AVOLOLOTHTOG , οὐδὲ TOV TAPOVTA AOYOV 
be thought to concern itself with These ; for The Ideas are quite numerous , and it would not be possible 


olnteov διατριβειν περι ταῦτα : γὰρ τα ξδιδη παμπολλὰ , καὶ αν οὐκ ἔχοις 
to say for what reason he has discarded some , while he has concerned himself with others , apart from the 
εἰπεῖν OV NV OLTIAV ~TAPHKE τὰ μὲν, προσήκατο ta δε τῶν 


rest , based solely on their moving-away from The One . But it is clear , to those who have made divisions 
QAAWV τὴν μονα προς τὴν AbALPEGLV απο TOL δνος. Αλλα EoTLSNAOV τοις διηρήμενοις 
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among The Divine Genera that he is showing The One to be More Noble than The Orders of Wholes , by 


Ta VELA γενῆ OTL δεικνυσιν QUTO ὕὑπερτερον TAEEOV OAV , 
sending up to The One a single theological hymn , by means of these negations . Accordingly then , we 
τῶν αναπεμπῶν εἰς TO EV EVA θεολογικον ὕμνον δια TOV αποφασεῶν. apa ἡμεῖς 


are not going to accept the argument that he is simply also following the ten categories , by taking on the 
1192 Οὐκ αποδεξομεθα τον AOYOV OTL TOV ANAWS καὶ EMETETAL ταῖς SEKA κατηγοριας, λαβὼν 
one hand , Same and Other from Essential-Being , then on the other hand , Like and Unlike from Quality , 
LEV TO ταῦτον KALETEPOV AT’ OLOLAG  , SE OLLOLOV και ἀνομοιῖον EK TOLOTNTOG , 
then Equal and Unequal from Quantity , but Older and Younger from some point in Time. And yet 

δὲ TO LOOV καὶ AVLOOV EK TOGOTNTOG , δξ TO πρεσβύτερον καὶ νεώτερον ATO TOD TOTE . Kaitor 

this is true , and this has already been said by us , since all these categories are among the perceptibles 
ταῦτα αληθη καὶ ταῦτα προειπομὲεν ἡμεις, AAA NMAVTA ταῦτα EOTL EV τοις αἰσθητοις 

and concern those that are perceptible ; but since Plato , in dealing with The Super-Kosmic Orders 


και περι ta αἰσθητα : δὲ tov Πλατῶνος διατριβοντος περι τας ὑπερκοσμιοὺς ταξεις 
demonstrates that The One Transcends Them also , there would be nothing worth noticing ; not even if 
αποφαινοντος TO EV ECNPNLEVOV KAKELVOV , οὐδεν σεμνον . οὐδὲ δι 


one were to show that The One was Free of all the categories , and especially those who postulate the 


τις AMOONVAITO TO EV καθαρεῦον TAG τῶν κατηγοριῶν, καὶ μαλιῖστα τοὺς θεμενοὺς TAC 
categories to be subordinate to The Intelligible Order . Or how could there be an accidental event There ? 
κατηγοριας ELVAL DOELLEVAG TOV νοητῶν .H πῶς ἔστι τι ovuBeBrKoc Exel, 
Then how are we to postulate an Essence such as This There , which especially has The Characteristic 


δὲ πῶς PNTEOV OVOLAV τοιαῦτην EKEL, NS μαλιστα ιδιον 

of Being The Same and Numerically One , while being Receptive of Opposites ? For neither does Such 

OLONS TO TALTOV καὶ αἀριθμὼ EV ElVAL OEKTIKNV TOV EVAVTLOV ; γὰρ OvTE TO τοιοῦτον 
a One have a place in The Intelligible and Eternal Nature , nor do The Genera and The Species which are 


EV EXEL χώραν επι TNS νοητῆς καὶ διαγώνιου φύσεως, οὔτε TAYEVN καὶ TA eld τὰ 
less honorable than such Essential-Beings , seeing that neither do These Essential-Beings Themselves , 


ατιμοτεραὰ τῶν TOLOLTOV οὐσιῶν, οπου μηδε OVOAL αὕται 
although They are More honorable than Them , nor far more so do the accidents which are dimmer 


τιμιώτεραι EKELVOV , ODTE TOAAM μαλλον τὰ συμβεβήκοτα αμυδροτερα 
than Such Genera and Species. Therefore , even if we say that The Whole Intelligible Essence is Free 


τῶν TOLOLTOV γενῶν καὶ ELOWV. ODV καὶ Et dapev πασαν νοητὴν OVOLAV KADAPELELV 
of these much celebrated categories , what insight would the removal of these reveal 


τούτων TOV πολυθρυλλήτων KATNYOPLOV , τινα ὑπερβολὴν αν ἡ αφαιρεσις TOLT@V SELKVUOL 
about The One which is Superior to The Intelligibles ? Therefore , on the one hand, let us leave aside the 


TOD EVOG KPELTTOVOG TOV νοητῶν ; οὖν μεν EQTEOV YALPELV Tas 
categories for these reasons , whether or not , those who celebrate them , distinguished them correctly ; 


κατηγοριας δια ταῦτα, ELTE ELTE καὶ μη τοις θρυλλουσιν αὐτας διηρήνται ορθος : 
for it matters nothing for the present purpose . But if someone thinks that through these certain Intelligible 


yap διαφερει ovdev προς Tonapov . ὅβ Εν τις οἵοιτο SlATOLTMV TAG νοητῶν 
or Intellectual Ideas are being denied , we have already said to such a person , that there is nothing 


ἡ νοερῶν ELOOV γινεσθαι ATOPACEIG , καὶ ELPNTAL προς τοῦτον OTL EXEL οὐδεν 
astonishing even in this , for example , if The One were to Transcend any Single Idea , seeing that It is 


θαυμασιον και ταῦτα, οἷον El TO EV UITEPEYEL EVOG ξιδους, ον 
The Cause of all The Intelligibles . For even The Oneness of Intellect (ET Prop 160-161) Transcends These , 


1193 QITLOV TAVTMOV τῶν νοητῶν. YAP καὶ NEVAGSN τοῦ νοῦ εξηρηται Tovtov , 
according to which Intellect is Uniform/One-Like and , as it were , Eminently Rooted in The One Itself , 
δι᾽ Ὧν ονοῦςξστιν ενοξιδηῆς και οἷον SLAMEPOVTMS EPPLCMLLEVOG τῷ EVL ALTO , 


Td 
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and on the one hand , all Beings are United with That by means of the One in Themselves , but especially 


KOU HEV παντα TA OVTA συνηπται EKELVO διὰ =TODEVOG EVEGLTOIC, SE μαλιστα 
Intellect , if indeed This follows after The One . 
OVOLG εἴπερ OLTOG μετα TO EV. 


But if we are also to show anything worthy about these 
AAW’ ει καὶ Ἔβνδειξασθαι τι AELOV περι τῶν τουτῶν 
present negations , on the one hand, one must say that The Whole Assimilative Order Proceeds from 
MPOKELLEVOV ATOPACEOV , HEV PITEOV OTL ἡ πάσα AMOLOLWTIKN TAEIG προξισι ATO 
The Demiurgic Monad . Thus It Imitates The Sameness There , through Its Likeness , showing forth 
TNS δημιουργικης μοναδος, SE μιμειται τὴν ταυτοτητα EKEL SLA τῆς OMOLOTNTOG , επιδεικνυμενη 
in a more partial way , The Power of Sameness Itself that is Collective and Connective of Wholes , while 


LEPLKOTEPOV αὐτῆς TO ODVAYOYOV καὶ το ODVEKTIKOV TOV ολῶν, 
on the other hand , It also Imitates The Demiurgic Otherness through Its Unlikeness , by copying 
δὲ τὴν δημιουργικὴν τὴν ETEPOTNTA δια της ἀανομοιοτητος, AMELKOVLOA LEVY 


Its Divisive and Distinguishing Power , by means of Its Purity that Remains Unmixed with the extremes . 
QAVTNS TO διακριτικον καὶ διαιρετικον δια τῆς καθαροτῆτος AovYYLTOD προς TAAKPA. 
For surely on the one hand, to call This Likeness a loose form of Sameness , as some of our predecessors 
yap on μὲν δέξγειν τοῦτο ομοιοτητα τὴν ἀνειμένην Ταυτοτητα TO τισιν TOV ἡμῶν προ 
are pleased to do , or Unlikeness a loose form of Otherness , must be avoided ; for there is no such thing 
APECAV , ἢ τὴν AVOLOLOTHTOA AVELMEVIV ETEPOTNTA TAPOAITNTEOV : YAP EGTLV οὐδε τις 
as loosening or tightening among The Gods , nor that which is indefinite , nor the more and less , since 
QVEGIG KO EMITAGIG EV TOIC MEOIC, οὐδὲ QOPLOTA καὶ το μαλλον καὶ NTTOV , GAAG 
All are Fixed within Their own Limits and Their own Measures , and They are not in any way capable 
παντα LOPVTAL ETL τῶν OLKELMV OPV καὶ TOV OLKELOV μετρῶν, ovdentav δυναμενα 
of undergoing any tightening or loosening . Thus on the other hand, it is more in accordance with Divine 
επιδεξασθαι οὔτε επιτασιν οὔτε AVEOLV . δὲ μαλλον αἀρμοσδι  Exseiva 
Natures , to assert such expressions that make quite clear The Analogical Relationships among Divine 
ASYELV OO τας διασαφει αναλογιας εν τοις 
Natures ; for Plato himself has also related analogy to Divine Natures , when he posits in the visible realm 
θειοις : YAP ALTOS καὶ προσηκατο τὴν AVAAOYLAV ETL TOV θειῶν,  OELLEVOG τὰ OPATA 
The Sun as Being analogous to The Good in The Intelligible Realm (Rep 5084). Therefore , This Likeness 
TOV NALOV OVTA ἀνάλογον καθο και τοις VONTOIG . ovv Τοῦτο ἢ ομοιοτῆς 
is in The Secondary Realms just as Sameness is in Those Prior to Them , and similarly This Unlikeness 
ἔστιν EV τοῖς SEDTEPOIG οπὲρ NTALTOTNGEVTOIG TMPOALTMV,  KOL τοῦτο ἡ AVOLOLOTHS 
corresponds to Otherness , [and as Sameness is on the level of Whole and Source] so also is Likeness , 
omep mn etepotyc, [ extrapolated by Westerink ] καὶ ἢ ομοιοτῆς 
in ἃ partial , and as it were , and Leading way , since The First Offspring of Sameness and Otherness are 
μερικῶς και οἷον αἀρχικῶὼς , καὶ πρῶτα γεννηματα TAVTOTNTOG καὶ ETEPOTNTOG EOTL 
The Like and The Unlike . For The Equal and The Unequal also spring from That Source , but Prior 
TO OMOLOV καὶ AVOHOLOV . YAP TO GOV καὶ TO ἀανισον Kat ekelOEev , AAA TPO 
to These are Likeness and Unlikeness ; for both The Like is more in The Ideas than The Equal and The 
τουτῶν ομοιοτῆς καὶ AVOLOLOTIG : YAP καὶ TO OMOLOV HOAAOV EV ELOEOL ἢ TO LOOV καὶ TO 
Unlike is more than The Unequal , but just as These , are proximately dependent upon [The Same and 
QVOLOLOV HAAAOV ἡ TO AVLIOOV , SE ὥσπερ ταῦτα, προσεχῶς εξηρτηται [ Filled in by 
The Other , so also is The Assimilative or Leading Order proximately dependant upon] The Demiurgic 
Latin translation — Dillon] της δημιουργικης 
Monad ; for generally , The Assimilative Cause Pre-Subsists in That . And on which account , 
μοναδος : YAP OAWS ἡ AHOLOLMTIKN ATLA προυφεστῆκεν EV δκεινη. καὶ Διο 
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the Timaeus (37d) not only represents The Demiurge There , as Creating The Kosmos , but also as 


1194 0 Τιμαιος ov μονον παραδιδῶσι TOV SNHLOLPYOV EKEL ποιοῦντα TOV κοσμον, αλλα και 
Assimilating It to The Living (Animal) Being Itself , to a greater degree than before , and for this reason , 


APOLOLOLVTA ALTOV προς TO ALTOCMOV μειζονῶὼς 1 TPOTEPOV, καὶ δια τοῦτο 
he represents All of Time as being The Measure of The Circuits/Periods/Eras of The All (Kosmos) , 


παντα YPOVOV EGOLLEVOV TOV LIETPOV τῶν περιοδῶν TOD TAVTOG , 
just as Eternity Pre-Subsists as The Measure of The Nature of The Living Being Itself . 


ὥσπερ O αἰῶν TPOLTNPYE LETPOV τῆς φύσεως τοῦ αὐτοζοου.. 


The Sun : The Visible : : The Good : The Intelligible 
Partial , Leading Wholes , Sources 


Likeness : The Visible : : Sameness : The Intelligible 


The First Offspring 
Unlikeness : The Visible : : Unlikeness : The Intelligible 
Equal : Likeness : : Likeness : Sameness 
The Second Offspring 
Unequal : Unlikeness : : Unlikeness : Otherness 
Likeness : Sameness : : The Assimilative/Leading Order : The Demiurgic Monad 


Unlikeness : Otherness : : The Leading/Assimilative Order : The Demiurgic Monad 
Time : The Periods of The Kosmos : : Eternity: The Living Being Itself 


The Measure Moving/Becoming Hae At Rest/Is 
Sub-sisting Pre-Subsists 


Accordingly then , it is with reason that after dealing with The Demiurgic Monad 
apa Εικοτῶς μετα τῆν δημιουργικὴν τὴν HOvada 
he proceeded to The Assimilative Order , by removing This also from The One . Then the method of the 
TPONAVE επι τὴν αφομοιώτικην TAELV, ἀφαιρῶν ταῦτην και τοῦ EVOG: ὃξ ἡ μεθοδος τῶν 
problems is the same as in the previous section ; for there are also four problems in this section ; (1) if 


προβληματῶν TN ALT τοις προειρημξνοις : γὰρ καὶ TETTAPA προβληματα Evtav8a, EL 
The One is Like Itself , (2) if The One is Unlike Itself , (3) if The One is Like the Others , (4) if The One 
TO EV OLOLOV EALTM, εἰ TO EV AVOLOLOV EALTW, EL TO EVOLOLOV τοις GAAOIG, εἰ TO EV 


is Unlike the Others . But the proofs of these , that none of them harmonize with the One , all take their 
ανομοιον τοις αλλοις : SE AL ATOSELEELG TOLUTOV , WG οὐδὲν αὐτῶν εφαρμοζει τῶ EVL, πασαι 
beginning from Sameness and Otherness , for according to the rules of demonstration , the middle terms 
MPLNVTAL απο τῆς TALTOTHTOG καὶ ETEPOTNTOG KATO τοὺς κανονας αποδεικτικοὺς TMV μεσῶν 
are in the proper sense The Causes of the effect . Surely then , from which Source it is often the case that 


οντῶν KUPLOG αἰτιῶν TOL TPAYUATOG . én Οθεν πολλακις και 

he does not base his proof from what has previously been proved ; for it is not always the case , that those 

οὐκ OEPEL τὴν ATOdSELELV EK τῶν προσεχῶς SEdELYHEVOV : YAP οὐ GEL τα 

that are More-Lofty and More-Prior , are Generative of those that are secondary , since on the one hand , 

EOTLV AVOTEPA καὶ τὰ MPOTEPA YEVVITIKA τῶν SEDTEPM@V αλλα μεν 

They may be Perfective or Protective or Another Providential Aspect , but on the other hand , They are 
TEAEGLOUPYA ῃ bpovpntika ἡ αλλῶς TPOVONTIKA , δὲ 

not in all cases Generative . For contemplate , if you wish , on the order of the problems , as those above , 

Ob παντῶς γεννητικα :yap θεώρησον , et βουλει, τὴν TAELV οιον ava@bev , 
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for Plato demonstrated before that The One is not a Whole nor has Parts from The Many , for The 
προατεδειξεν οτι OLY OAOV ἢ ἔχον μερὴ απο τῶν πολλῶν. γὰρ ἢ 
Intellectual Wholeness Proceeds from The Many ; and that It has neither Beginning nor Middle nor End , 
voepa ολοτηῆς προῆλθεν εκειθεν: OTL EXOV οὐκ APYNV και μεσον καὶ τελεῦτην 
he derived from Whole and Parts , for it is from These that They are proximately produced ; and that It is 
απο TOL OAOD καὶ τῶν μερῶν, YAP EK TOLTOV προσεχῶς παραγεται ᾿: οτι 
neither straight nor curved he derived from Beginning , Middle and End, for they are allotted their 
οὔτε EVOL οὔτε στρογγύλον απο TNS ἀρχῆς καὶ TOD MEGOD καὶ τῆς TEAELTIS, YAP EAMYE τὴν 
generation from That Source , and that It is not In-itself nor in-another proceeds from not being ἃ Whole 
απογεννησιν EkElOEV : OTL ODTEEVEALTMOLTE AAAW απο τοῦ NTE ειναι OAOV 
and from not having Parts : for That which is In-Itself and that which is in-another proceeds from That 
μητε ἔχειν WEPN : YOP TO OVEVEALTO και EV AAAW TPONAVEV ATO EKELVNG 
Order , but not from Shape/Form/Figure , although according to The Order of Procession It is Arranged 
τῆς TAGEWS , AAA’ οὐκ ATO TOD σχηματος, KALTOL KATA τὴν προοδον τεταγμένου 
before It ; and that It is neither at-Rest nor in-Motion he derives from many sources , both from Its not 
TPO αὑτοῦ : OTL OVTE ἕστηκεν οὔτε KIVELTAL πολλαχοθᾶὲν, TE εκ τοῦ μῇ 
being In-Something and from Its not having a Middle and from Its not having Parts ; for All These 
1195 ειναι Ev τινι καὶ EK TOD μη EXELV μεσον καὶ EK TOD LN EXELV LEP : YAP πασῶν τουτῶν 
Orders , Proceed from The Order of That which Is At-Rest and That which is In-Motion . We shall also 
TACEMV TPOELGOV απο ἡ ταξις KATA TO EOTAVAL και κινειαθαι : Kat 
make clear these propositions , when we harmonize/adapt each of these to the guidance of the theologians 
ποιήσομεν ONAG ταῦτα͵. OTAV εφαρμοσῶμεν EKAOTA αὐτῶν υφηγησεσι τοις θεολογοις 
about The Divine Processions . Therefore , just as he has made his proof in the case of these , from Those 





περι τῶν DEL@V TPOOSOV . ODV ὥς TMENONTAL τὴν ANOSELELV ETL TODTOV AT’ EKELVOV 
Orders which always Lead The Way as Causes of that which is under investigation , surely then so also 
TACEMG OOH MEL TMPONYELTAL ὡς αἴτια τῆς θεωρουμξνης , δη OLTH KAI 


in his discussions of Likeness and Unlikeness he derives his negative insights of both The One 
EV τοις AOYOLG περι OMOLOTNTOG καὶ AVOLOLOTYTOG HEPEL TAG ATOHATIKAG τας επιβολας τοῦ EVOG 
and of These from Sameness and Otherness , since indeed Their Procession is derived from Them . 


καὶ TOUTOV απο TAVTOTNTOG καὶ ETEPOTNTOG , δπειδηπερ ταῦταις ἡ προοδος εκειθεν 
Surely then , having said this by way of introduction , we must next examine the proofs themselves , 


én Tovt@v προειρημδνῶν ἡμῖν ENLOKENTEOV TAG αποδειξεις AVTAS , 
by dealing with each one in order . 


προχειριζομενοις EKAOTHV EV TAEEL . 





Parmenides: Because the similar is that which is affected to a certain degree by the same . 
OTL ομοιῖον TETOVOOG TOD TO TADTOV . 
Aristotle: Yes . (ναι.) 
Parmenides: But it has appeared that The Nature of The Same is indeed separate from The One . 
δὲ εφανη τὴν OVO το ταῦτον γε χῶρις τοὺ EVOG. 
Aristotle: It has so appeared . (yap edavn .) 
Parmenides: But certainly , if The One should be affected in any way separate from its being 


140 αλλα UNV δι TO EV πεπονθε τι χῶρις τοὺ EVAL 
One , it would be so affected as to be more than One , but this is impossible . 
εν. αν πεπονθοι ειναι πλειῶ N EV, SE τοῦτο αδυνατον. 


Aristotle: Yes . (ναι.) 
Parmenides: Accordingly then , it is not in any way possible for The One to have been affected 
apa EOTLV οὐδαμῶς TO EV πεπονθος 
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to be The Same ; neither with-another nor with-itself . 

ELVALTALTOV, οὔτε QAAM@ ov’ savta. 

Aristotle: It does not so appear . (ov φαινεται.) 

Parmenides: Accordingly then , neither is it possible for It to be like , 
apa ovde δύνατον AUTO ELVOL OLOLOV 

neither to-another nor to-Itself . 

ovte αλλ ov’ Eavta. 

Aristotle: It does not seem likely . (οὐκ εοικεν.) 


On the one hand , the formal argument that proceeds through the preparatory statement that 


LEV O συλλογισμος δια τοῦ κατασκευαΐζειν ως 
The One is not either Like Itself nor another , is something such as the way geometricians proceed ; 


TO EV ἔστι οὐκ OLTE OLLOLOV EAVTH οὔτε AAA , EOTL τις τοιοῦτος KATH τοὺς γεώμετρας, 

that once we have first defined what Like is ; that then that which undergoes something that is the same 
ποτε ἡμῶν TPOTEPOV OPLOAHEVOV τι OMOLOV ἐστιν, OTL TO TETOVOOG τι ταῦτον 
as that thing which we say undergoes something that is the same ; for we say that two white things and 


EKELV®@ @ Agsyousv πεπονθε τι ταῦτον yap φαμεν δυο λεῦκα τα και 
two black things are like , by having something that is the same , either the black or the white , and again 


καὶ OVO HEAAVE TA OMOLA TETOVOOTA τι ταῦτον TO μελαν και TO AELKOV , καὶ παλιν 
if you say that black and white themselves are like one another ; then you will be saying that they are like 


EQV AEYNG TO μελαν καὶ το AELDKOV ALTA OLOLA αλληλοις : EPELG ομοια 
in ἃ way , because they partake of the same genus in common, that of color. So then, such is the 


τινος αὑτῶν τῷ LETEYELV TALTOD TOD YEVOLG KOLVOD TOD χρώματος. δ᾽ οὺν τοιοῦτος O 
argument ; The One undergoes nothing that is the same , neither with itself nor with another ; that which 
συλλογισμος : TO EV TETOVOE οὐδεν TALTOV OLTE EQALTM οὐδ΄ AAA , TO 

is like either itself or another undergoes something that is the same ; accordingly then , The One is not 


OLOLOV ἢ EALT@N AAA TETOVOE τι ταῦτον, apa TO EV ἔστιν οὐκ 
like neither itself nor another . Then , such being the formal argument , he has deemed only the 


1196 ομοιον OvTE EALT@ OVTE AAA® . dE TOLovTOD οντος τοὺ συλλογισμου, NELWOE μονὴν τὴν 
one of the premises to be in need of defense ; the one that states that The One does not undergo anything 


ETEPAV TOV TPOTAGEMV TAPAULOIAG , τὴν λεγοῦσαν OTL TO EV ov πεπονθε τι 
that is the same either with itself or with another. How and in what way ? The One, he says, is clearly 


ταῦτον OVTE EALTMOLTE AAAW . TAWSKALTIVATPOTOV; TO EV φήῆσι, εφανη 
separate from sameness ; for it has been shown that It is no way the same ; but that which is separate from 
χώρις τῆς TALTOTHTOS: yap δδειχθη ὡς ἔστι οὐδαμῶς ταῦτον : δὲ το YOPIC 
sameness , if it has undergone being the same , then it will be many and not one ; for everything that has 


TAVTOTHTOG ει πεπονθοι τοταῦτον, ἔσται πλειὼ καὶ οὐχ EV: YAP παν πε- 
undergone anything at all is many , being both that which it is and that which it (passively) undergoes . 


ππονθος το OTLOLV TOAAG , ο εστικαι O πεπονθε. 
And why is that astonishing , seeing that if indeed The One Itself undergoes anything at all , it is many ? 


Και τι θαῦμαστον, οποῦ και γε TO δὲν ALTO πεπονθος τι εστιν TOAAG ; 
For The One Itself does not undergo being The One , but that belongs/pertains to the many that Partake 


γὰρ TO EV ALTO ov πεπονθος εστιν TOEV, αλλα τα πολλα TO μετέχοντα 
of The One ; but The One Itself Is One , and does not undergo being The One ; but if it has undergone 


τοῦ EVOG : SOETOEVGLTOEOTIVEV καὶ ov πεπονθε to ev: δεει πεπονθοι 
anything besides itself , it would be more and not one. And then again it must be said ; that if The One 


τι QAAO ALTO, AVEINTAEI@ καιουχεν. Kat ovv παλιν PNTEOV : ει TOEV 
is separate from Sameness , It has not undergone that which is The Same, in order that it may not become 


EOTL χῶρις τῆς TAVTOTNTOG , OD TETOVOE TO TALTOV, wa μη γενηται 
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affected at some time by something else which it is not and thus become not one ; but certainly The One 
παθεῖν τοτ’ τι αλλο ο ἔστιν μη OLY EV: αλλαμὴν το EV 
is separate from Sameness . Accordingly then , The One in no way undergoes that which is The Same , 


EOTL χῶρις τῆς TALTOTNTOG : apa TO EV οὐδαμῶς πεπονθε TO ταῦτον 
neither in relation to Itself nor in relation to another ; but from this it follows that The One is not 

OUTE προς EQALVTOOUTE προς αλλο: δὲ TOLT@ επεται TO EV Elval μηδξ 
like , neither like itself , nor like another ; for that which is like undergoes something that is the same . 


TO OMOLOV HNTEEALT® NTE AAAW: YAP TO OMOLOV πεπονθε τὶ ταῦτον. 
So much then , on the one hand , about the order of the premises ; but on the other hand , observe how 


Ταῦτα δη μεν περιτῆς ακολούυθιας τῶν προτασεῶν : δε Opa TAS 
carefully he has not said that the One undergoes the One , but that The One undergoes nothing else , 


ἀσφαλῶς ουκ εἰπε το EV πεπονθεναι TO EV, αλλαὰ πεπονθεναι μηδὲν αλλο, 

except being The One which Is ; for It Is This , and does not undergo This ; for everything that undergoes 
πλὴν το ειναι : γὰρ ἔστι τοῦτο καὶ οὐ πεπονθε γὰρ παν το πεπονθος 
anything at all is many ; for he calls the participation of anything else an affection/experience/condition . 


οτιοῦν EOTL πολλα : yap KaAEL τὴν μεθεξιν τινος GAAOD παθος 
Therefore , is it not the case that , in talking in this way , that The One undergoes nothing else than being 


ovv Mnnzote AEYOV OVTHOL TO EV πεπονθεναι οὐδεν αλλο ἢ 
The One , he is showing in a very wonderful way that even The One is an inferior description of The 


TO EV, δνδεικνῦται TAaVD θαυμαστῶς OTL καὶ TO EV KATASEEOTEPOV τῆς 
Source of ΑΙ], which is also that which he says at the end of this hypothesis (4416), and he also shows 


ἀρχῆς MAVTOV, ο KAL O PEL EMI TEAEL τῆς TALTIS LUTODEGEMS και και 
that the addition of this name to The Source of All is foreign to It , even though it is more appropriate 


OTL προστιθησιν τοῦτο O λογος ὡς αλλοτριον AUT , El καὶ οἰκειοτερον 

than all the others , because it is not possible to conceive of anything more Venerable than The One , 
TOV AAAOV , διοτι οὐδ᾽ dvvatov Evvonoat τι OEMVOTEPOV τοῦενος, 

so that on the one hand , The One will also take on this name , but on the other hand , the argument must 


MOTE LIEV EKELVO EOTAL καὶ πεπονθος τοῦτο: δε to λογον ὅδι 
take a stand at this point , and not add anything more in turn , in order that we may not without noticing , 


lotao8at μεχρι, καὶ μηδὲν προστιθεναι TAELOV ETL, ινὰ μη AabopEev 
also carry That which is Superior of Itself into any Multiplicity of Oneness . But if someone were to ask 


καὶ AYAYOVTEG TO κρεῖττον αὕτου εἰς καὶ πλῆθος Tov Evog . SEEt τὶς επιζητοιη 
this again in turn ; why is it that , that which undergoes the same is like , we must reply that Likeness 


τοῦτο πάλιν AL ποθὲν οτι το πεπονθος ταῦτον EOTI OLLOLOV , ρήτεον OTL τῆς ομοιοτῆς 
is The Offspring of Sameness , just as Sameness is The Offspring of The One . Therefore , Sameness 


ἔστιν EYYOVOG ἡ TALTOTNTOG , ὥσπερ ἡ TALTOTISC tov éevog. οὖν Htavtotys 
also Participates of The One , and Likeness Participates of Sameness ; therefore , this undergoing , is 


TE PETEYEL TOD EVOG, και ομοιοτῆς HETEXEL τῆς TALTOTHTOS : dE τοῦτο TETOVOEVAL EOTL 

the Participation of Another and the Proceeding-forth in accord with Another More-Ancient Cause . And 
TO HETEYELV αλλου και TPOLEVALL κατ᾽ aAANV πρεσβύυτεραν aitiav . Kar 

observe how , since he is now taking-up that which participates and does not participate in the case of 


ορας οπῶς, ξπειδὴ vov λαμβανει TO HETEXELV και μη μετεχξιν ell 
The One , not as being superior , but as being inferior and dependent upon The One , as it will be the case 


TOD EVOG , οὐχ ὡς KPELTTOVOG , AAA ὡς KATASEEOTEPOD καὶ EENUMEVOD TOD EVOG , ὡς δπι 
in the second hypothesis , or as not dependent , as in this case , in order that he may not cause confusion 


τῆς SEvTEPAG ὑποθεσεῶς, ἡ UN εξημμενοῦ, ὡς επι ταῦτης, Wa μη ταραξη 
by using the same word , he has described participation as being a superior experience , by saying that 


χρώμενος TO TAVTH ονοματι, TPOELPNKEV τὴν μεθεξιν ὡς κρειττονος παθος, ειπὼν 
rt 
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That which is Like also undergoes That which is The Same , and That which is Unlike also undergoes 
TO OMOLOV καὶ TETOVOEVAL TO ταῦτον και TO OVOLOLOV KOU 
That which is The Other , for the latter are More-Whole than the former ; for as we said , both The Equal 


TO ἕτερον , YAP ταῦτα  OALKMTEPA EKELVOV : YAP καθαπερ ELMOLIEV , καὶ TO 1OOV 
and The Unequal are The Same and The Other within the sphere of Quantity . In the same way , in the 
καὶ TO ἀνισον EOTLV ταῦτον και ETEPOV εν TOOW . Ovtw eV 
Sophist (244e) he also called Participation a condition/experience , and said that The Whole undergoes 


Σοφιστη καὶ εκαλει τὴν μεθεξιν παθος, και το ολον πεπονθεναι 
the condition of being the One , not being The One Itself , but participating of The One . 


TO EV, οὐκ OV QUTOEV , OAAG LETEYOV TOD νος. 


Parmenides: Certainly then , neither can The One indeed undergo being another ; 
μην οὐδε TO ὃν YE TEMOVOEV ειναι ETEPOV: 

for thus , it would also undergo being more than One . 

YAP OLT® AV και πεπονθοι Elva πλειὼ ἡ EV. 

Aristotle: For then It would be more . (yap mA€1® .) 

Parmenides: But surely , that which undergoes being other than itself or another , 


140b μὴν γε το πεπονθος ETEPOV ἡ δαῦτου ἡ αλλου 
then it will be unlike either itself or another , if indeed that which is affected in the same way is like . 
αν EL AVOHOLOV NEALTAN CAAW , ElTED TO πεπονθος ταῦτον OLOLOV. 


Aristotle: Rightly so . (ορθως .) 
Parmenides: But The One indeed , as it is likely , by not in any way having undergone 


δὲ TO EV YE  , @CG E0OIKEV, οὐδαμῶς πεπονθος 
being Other , is neither unlike itself nor another . 


ETEPOV EOTLV OLB’ AVOLLOLOV EALTW OVO’ ETEPO , 
Aristotle: For thus it cannot . (yap ovv ov .) 


What the formal argument is like , you will find in these propositions . The One does not undergo 


τις οσύλλογισμος EOTL τοιοῦτος εν τοῦτοις : το ὃν ov πεπονθε 
The Other , neither in relation to Itself nor in relation to another ; but that which is Unlike , undergoes 


TO ETEPOV ODTE προς EQALTOOLTE προς αλλο, o€ TO QVOMOLOV πξπονθεν 
something that is Other , either in relation to itself or to another ; so then , The One is not Unlike . Then , 


τι ἕτερον n EALTO ἡ AAA® , [apa] TO εν EOTLV οὐκ AVOLLOLOV . οὖν 
from where is it the case that The One does not undergo That which is Other ? On the one hand, that 
Ποθεν οτι TOEV ov πεπονθε TO ἕτερον ; μεν οτι 
The One in no way partakes of Otherness , has already been said ; but clearly , on the other hand , that 


οὐδαμῶς HETEYEL ETEPOTNTOGS , TPOELPNTAL : δήλον δε το 
which has been made Other , necessarily partakes of Otherness ._ If then, it is not possible for The One 


NTEPOLWLLEVOV ὡς AVAYKN μετέχειν ετεροτητος. Etovov μη dvvatov TO EV 
to be anything other than One , then in order that The One may not become more than One , It cannot 


1198 τι αλλο ἢ ὃν, wa TO EV Un YEVntaL TAELwO αν οὐκ 

undergo being The Other. From where then , is it the case that the Unlike undergoes something that is 
πεπονθοι TO ETEPOV. Ποθεν de OTL TO AVOLOLOV πέπονθεν τι 

Other , either than itself or than another ? Because the Unlike is coordinated according to Otherness . 


ἕτερον ἢ εαῦτῳ ἢ αλλῶ ; OTLTO AVOLOLOV EOTLV συστοιχιας κατα τὴν ετεροτητα. 
Therefore , just as Otherness participates in The Unlimited , so also Unlikeness partakes of Otherness ; 


ODV Qs 1 ETEPOTIG LETEXEL TNS ATELIPLAS , ουτῶς ἡ AVOLOLOTNS HETEXEL τῆς ETEPOTNTOG : 
for everything that is Unlike is also other , but not everything that is Other is automatically also Unlike ; 


γὰρ πᾶν TO AVOLOLOV EOTLV KOL ETEPOV , dE OD πᾶν TO ETEPOV ἔστιν ηδη και QVOLLOLOV: 
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for Essential Otherness is not Unlikeness , since The Communion/Friendship of Potential-Powers creates 
YAP ἡ OVGLWSNS ETEPOTNS EOTLV οὐκ ἡ AVOLOLOTI , AAA’ ἡ KOLV@VLA TOV δυναμεῶν TOLEL 
the Likeness , and Their Differences create the Unlikeness that is Its opposite . Therefore , it also appears 


τὴν OLOLOTHTA , καὶ ἡ διαφοροτῆς τὴν AVOLOLOTHTA LTT EVOAVTIAY . ovv kat Φαινεται 
from these arguments that it is not the case that Likeness is The Same as Sameness , or Unlikeness as 

δια τουτῶν TOV AOYOV ὡς οὔτε ομοιοτῆς ταῦτον καὶ TALTOTNS , TE AVOLOLOTHS καὶ 
Otherness ; nor on the one hand , are they Other , for They are Established as Superior according to rank ; 
ETEPOTNG: OLTE μὲν ἕτερα Ὀπεριδρυμενη κρειττῶν κατα ταξιν, 
since each of these are secondary to Those , just as Plato has also ranked them. For on the one hand , 
αλλα EKATEPA τουτῶν δεύτερα μετ᾽ EKELVAG , ὥσπερ O TTAAT@V Kal ETACEV ALTAG . γὰρ μὲν 
Sameness is also more comprehensive than Likeness , and on the other hand , Otherness than Unlikeness , 


N TAvTOTHS Eottv Και περιληπτικώτερα τῆς OMOLOTHTOS, dE ETEPOTNS τῆς AVOLOLOTN TOG , 
and as the theologians say , They have The Same relation to these as Fountains have , to The Causes 


καὶ οι θεολογοι φασιν, EKELVOL EYOLOL ταῦτον AOYOV προς ταῦτας Al πηγαι OV , προς TAG ἀαρχας 
that Proceed/Flow from Them or also which The Most-Whole Monads have to The More-Whole Monads , 
προελθουσας απ’ αὐτῶν NKAL OV  OALKMTATALMOVAdEG προς ολικῶώτερας μοναδας, 
which on the one hand , Subsist Primarily from Them , but on the other hand , exhibit a Subordinate 

LEV LMOOTAOAS πρῶτας απ’ αὐτῶν, δε επιδεικνῦμενας υφειμενὴν 
Essence and Power ; and even if some people , by slightly deviating from the notion of Descent , call 


ODOIAV καὶ δυναμιν «και ει τινες μικρον παρεγκλίναντες την LOECLV προσαγορευουσιν 
this a slackening , then perhaps , they may not be talking irrationally . 


ταύτην AVEOLV , ισῶς αν οὐκ λεγοιδν QTOTOV . 


Parmenides: Accordingly then , The One will neither be Like nor Unlike , 


140b apa TO EV AV οὔτε ELT] OMOLOV οὔτε AVOLLOLOV 
neither to-another nor to-itself . 
ov’ ETEPW OLTE ELTA. 


Aristotle: It does not appear that it can . (ov datvetat .) 


This is the common conclusion of the four propositions , and he has preserved the same form 
Τοῦτο EOTL TO KOLVOV συμπερασμα TOV TETAPOV TPOBANHATOV , καὶ εφυλαξε TL ταῦτον σχημα 
of the presentation in the premise (139e) ; for there , having presented both Like and Unlike , he added 
TNS ANAYYEALAG προς τὴν προτασιν : YAP EKEL EMNYAYE καὶ TO OLOLOV καὶ AVOLOLOV προσθεις 
to both of them in common , neither to-Itself nor to-another . Therefore , he has done this in a manner 
περι αμφοιν κοινῶς  ODTETO EALTMODLTE ετερῶῷ.  ODV TETOUNKE Προσ-- 
suitable to This Assimilative Order , and here also , he has assimilated the end of the discussions about 
—POPHG TH TALTY TH AHOLOLMTIKN TAEEL , καὶ ἐνταῦθα [... ] APOMOLOVTAL TO τελος TOV λογῶν περι 
It to the beginning . But This Order came to be in a different way than in the case of the first conclusions , 
1199 avtys [καὶ tn] ἀρχῇ : SE τοῦτο EYLVETO GAAOV TPOTOV ETL TOV πρώτων OVUTEPACHATOV , 
inasmuch as Each of Those Orders Turned-In Upon Itself , and did not depart from Itself . Then , if one 
καθοσον EKAOTNH EKELVWV ODVEVEDEV εἰς EAUTHV , καὶ AVEKHOITHTOS εαῦτης. de Ettic 
were to raise the problem whether Those Other than The One are Like The One or not (for some are also 
nV OTMOPOLN MOTEPOV TAOAAM TOD EVOG EOTLV OLLOLO προς EV ἢ οὐ (YAP τινες καὶ 
accustomed to call Intellect an Image of the One by being Uniform and Partless , if indeed The One is 

ειώθασι AEYELV TOV νοῦν ELKOVO TOD EVOG ὡς δνοειδῃ καὶ ἀμεριστον. ELMED TO EV 

Partless) . If then , one were to enquire into these matters ; what such likeness would be and how The One 


OUEPEG) : EL ODV τις Cntom ταῦτα . τις τοιαῦυτη OMOLOTNS EOTAL καὶ πῶς TO EV 
would not be like the others , then we will say that Likeness , whether It is ἃ Genus or Species of The One 
OD καὶ OLOLOV τοις AAAOIG, EPODLEV OTLTOOLOLOV, ElTE El TL YEVOG ἢ διδος TO EV 
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Being, or whether It is said to be The Whole Assimilative Order of The Gods, it does not make everything 
TOD οντος, KALEITE AEYOLTO TN NAGA APOLOLMTIKN TAEIS TOV θεῶν, OD TOLEL παντὰα 
Like in relation to The One ; for It is not The Summit of Real-Beings or The Idea of The Ideas or The 
ομοιὰα προς TO EV: YAP EOTLV οὐ ἀκροτῆς τῶν οντῶν ἡ τοξιδος τῶν διδῶν ἢ ἢ 
Order of All The Divine Orders , since they possess an Intermediary Progression , both among The Ideas 
ταξις TOV πασῶν [...] TAEEMV , AAA? εχουσι LEONV προοδον TE ὃν τοις ELOEOL 
and among The Divine Genera. Therefore , even if you were to say that all things are Like in relation to 
καὶ τοιςθειοιςγενεσι. OV Και ει λεγοις τὰ MAVTOA ομοιὰ προς 
The One , yet you will not say that they are Like It according to This Likeness , but only , by Virtue of 
TO EV, αλλ’ οὐ φήσεις ομοια κατα ταῦτην τὴν ομοιοτητα, αλλα μονὴν κατ’ 
The Unity Itself which Proceeds from The One to All beings , and the spontaneous desire of all beings 
τὴν EVOOLV αὐτὴν EMNKOVOAV απο TOD EVOG πασι τοῖς OVOL, καὶ τὴν ALVTOHLT] εφεσιν τῶν παντῶν 
about The One ; for all things are that which they are , by their longing for The One through the agency of 
περι TOEV : γὰρ TAVTA ἔστιν α ἔστι ποθῶ TOD EVOG δια 
The One , and by virtue of this longing , each one , being filled with its proper degree of Unity/Oneness , 
TO EV, καὶ KATO τὴν ταῦτην WOIVA ἕκαστον TANPOLLEVOV αὐτῷ τῆς MPOONKOLONS EVMOEMS 
is likened/adapted/assimilated to The Single Cause of All beings , and is not assimilated to similars , 
ομοιοῦυται προς τῆν μιαν αἴτιαν τῶν παντῶν, καὶ οὐ ομοιοῦται προς ομοια, 
in order that The Cause should not appear to be like the others , but , if indeed it is Lawful to say 50, 
wa εκεινή καὶ φανῆ ομοια τοις αλλοις, AAA’, εἰπερ θεμις ειπειν, 
It is assimilated to The Paradigm of those that are similar to This Cause Itself . Accordingly then , Beings 
προς παραδειγμα τῶν ομοιῶν προς αὐτὴν ᾿ apa τὰ OVTO 
are indeed assimilated to The One , but are assimilated by means of an ineffable longing for The One , 
Και ομοιοῦται προς TO εν, ἀλλα OMOLODTAL διὰ την ἀρρῆτον τὴν EhEOLV τοὺ EVOG 
and not by means of This Assimilative Order nor through The One Idea of Likeness ; for it is not possible 
καὶ OD δια ταῦτην τὴν αφομοιώτικὴην TAEIV ἢ το EV ELO0G τῆς ομοιοτῆτος : Yap οὐ δύνατον 
for This to Unite All beings to The One and draw them upwards , but it is the work of This Order to draw 
ταῦτη OLVANTELV τὰ TAVTA OVTO προς TO EV καὶ AVAOTAV, ἀλλα TO ἔργον ταῦτης AVEAKELV 
upwards those that are subsequent to It towards The Intellectual Demiurgic Monad , just as it is the work 


TO μετ’ αὐτὴν προς τὴν VOEpav τὴν δημιουργικὴν HOvada , ὥσπερ 
of another Order to draw them towards The Intelligible Monad , which possesses The Translative Power , 
αλλης προς τὴν νοητὴν . ἥτις ἔχει διαπορθμιον δυναμιν, 


as the theologians say , of all things from It , as far as matter , and in turn , from all things back to It . 
ὡς Ol θεολογοι λέγουσι, παντῶν AN’ εκεῖνῆς μεχρι TNS LANS καὶ παλιν TOV TAVTOV απ’ SKELVTVV. 
Therefore , The Characteristic of This Order , is to turn/convert and to draw-upwards All The Orders of 


οῦν ιδιον Ταύτης επιστρεφειν καὶ συνογειν διακοσμοὺυς 
of Beings by means of Likeness towards The Intellectual Monad , that have been separated from It ; 


1200 τῶν οντῶν δι’ ομοιοτητος προς τὴν VOEPaV τοὺς διηρημξνους απ’ αὑὐτης: 
for even The Like Itself and Unlike Itself are in need of The One , and Each One Participates and is 


γὰρ καὶ OLOLOV ALTO και MVOLOLOV ἔστι ENMLOEEG TOD EVOG καὶ ἑκάτερον HETEYEL καὶ Ἔστιν 
That which It is , by Virtue of That , and is The Cause of those that Participate of Their Being , and their 


ο EOTL EKELVOD καὶ ἔστι αἴτίον αὐτῶν μετεχοῦσιν τοις TOD ELVAL , καὶ αὑτοις 
Communion with All Beings , does not come about through Likeness , but through Oneness , as does all 
KOLV@VLO προς παντα τὰ OVTA οὐ yivetat δι’ ομοιοτήητος αλλα δι’ EVMOEMS καὶ παντα 
their Communion with The One Itself which is Beyond All Beings . Therefore , even if we say that all 


ἢ KOLV@VLO προς TO EV AVTO OV ENEKELVA τῶν TAVT@V . ObV Kav λεγῶμεν πασαν 
Procession is brought to Perfection through Likeness (ET Prop 29), and similarly The Procession of Beings 
TPOOSOV αποτελεισθαι δι᾽ ομοιοτητος καὶ ὡσαυτῶς τὴν τῶν οντῶν 


πὶ 
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from The One , we must excuse the names we say , which we are accustomed to use in the case of The 
απο TOV EVOG , χρή OVYYIVWOKELV τοῖς ονομασιν AEYELV , οἷς ειθισμενοι χρῆσθαι ENL τῶν 
Real Beings , such as Models and Images , and which we also use in the case of The One and of The 
OVT@V και TAPASELYUA καὶ ElKOVaAG καὶ χρῶμεθα καὶ επι τοῦ EVOG καὶ τῆς 

Illumination from Those Real Beings. For just as we name It , The One Itself , thus attaching to It 
EKOAVOEWS OTN’ EKELVWV TOV οντῶν. γὰρ ὥς προσεϊῖπομεν ALTO... [to εν αὐτο] MPOOAYOVTES αὑτῷ 
The Most Venerable of Names , since we see nothing among Beings More-Venerable nor More-Holy 
[σεμνοτατον. TT] τῶν OVOLATOV , BAEMOVTEG οὐδὲν EV TOIGOLOL OELLVOTEPOV οὐδὲ AYLWTEPOV 
than This , thus we also characterize The Procession of All from It by the name of Likeness , having no 
TODVTOD , OLVTM καὶ χαρακτηριζομεν τὴν TPOOSOV τῶν TAVTOV AT’ AVTOV OLOLOTHTL , ἔχοντες οὐκ 
Name more Perfect than this to give to such a Procession . And since , as we said , even if one were to say 
ονομα TEAELOTEPOV ταῦτης τιθεσθαι τῇ προοδῶ. Και ξπει, ὡς ξιπομεν, EL τις λέγοι 
that the others are Like The One , insofar as each participates in some One , then according to this it is not 

TAQAAM ομοιὰ THWEVL, καθοσον EKAOTH HETEYOL τινος EVOG , κατα τοῦτο οὐ 
the case , that It is also like the others ; for not even in the case of The Ideas do we agree that those that 
EKELVO ἐστιν καὶ OLLOLOV τοις αλλοις : γὰρ οὐδὲ δεπι τῶν ειδὼῶὼν συγχῶρουμεν τὰ 
are like The Ideas , are like those that are like (since this is also one of the problems which Parmenides 
ομοια τοῖς ELOEGLV OLLOLA ὑπαρχξιν ομοιοις (HAAG τοῦτο KALEV TOV nv Παρμενιδειῶν 
raises) , but are rather like Models/Paradigms . Therefore , so also , when we postulate that those which 
αποριῶν). αλλα καὶ OMOLA παραγειμασιν.  ObLV Και θεντες τα 
Participate of The One are like The One , we will not declare in return , that It is also like those that 
μετασχοντα TOL EVOG ομοια τῷ EV1 οὐκ QVTLOTPEWOLEV OTL EKELVO και OLLOLOV τοῖς 
Participate of It , but , if it is Lawful to say so , It is like a Model to them ; for The Elements of Unity in 
μετεχοῦσιν, AAA’, EL θεμις ELMELV, OLOLOV TAPQSElYHAGIV : YAP τὰ OQ... EV 
these are Gifts and as it were Images of The One. And if some people would speak in the same way about 
τοῦτοις P... ξῖσι δοσεις οἷον ELKOVES TOD ενος. Καὶ ει τινες αν EAEYOV OLTWS 
The One , they would not be speaking falsely , but if and only if they spoke with caution and did not , 

TO EV ov EAEYOV. κακῶς, LLOVOV EL AEYOLEV μετὰ ἀσφαλειας καὶ μη 
by means of the name of The Idea and of The Model , we might either make That into a multiplicity or 
δια TO ονομα τῆς 1OEAG καὶ TOD TAPASELYHATOG y TOLOLMEV EKELVO πλῆθος ἢ 
enumerate It among The Ideas , but we should call It an Idea only according to Analogy , just as 
συναριθμοιμεν AVTO τοις ELOEGLV , αλλα προσαγορεῦοιμεν ALTO ISEAV μονὴν κατα τὴν AVAAOYLAV , ὡς 
Socrates called The Good , The Idea of The Good , by having This Analogical Relation to all Beings , 
ο Σώκρατες εφατο TayaBov 16Eav ταγαθοῦ οὐσαν τοῦτο προς TA πανταοοντα, 
which Each of The Intelligible Ideas has to Its Own Series , which derives Its Subsistence from It , and 
1201 οπερ EKATOV TOV νοητῶν ELOWV προς τὴν OLKELAV σειρὰν τὴν ὑποστασαν AT’ ALTOD και 
so relates to It . Then one may grasp the very solution to the problem from the definition of Like ; for 

προς avto. δ᾽ avAaPoic τὴν Avotv καὶ απο τοὺ ορισμοὺ TOD OLLOLOD : γὰρ 
he defined Like to be That which undergoes something that is The Same , but The One undergoes nothing 
ὥρισατο OMOLOV δῖναι TO  TETOVOOG τι ταῦτον, ὃ. TOEV EMOVOEV οὐδεν 
that is either the same or not the same , but is One Itself Alone . Whereas those that participate of It , 

η ταῦτον ἡ OL ταῦτον, αλλα EOTLV EV ALTO μονον. δὲ τὰ μετέχοντα GLTOD 
undergo the same characteristic as each other by participating of The One , so that on the one hand , 
TEmOVOEV ταῦτον QAANAOIG τὴν μετοῦσιαν TOL EVOG,  WOTE LEV 
they are like each other , by according to The One , but on the other hand , they are not like The One , 
EOTLV OLOLA αλληλοις κατα TO EV, δὲ OLY ομοιὰ TH EVL, 
because That does not undergo The One , but FS One Itself. Accordingly then , it must be far from true 
διοτι EKELVO EOTLV μη TETOVOOG TO EV, αλλ᾽ αὕτοεν. apa δει Πολλου 


Td 
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that The One is like the others , seeing that according to this definition , It is not even the case , that 


TO EV ELVOL OLLOLOV τοις AAAOIG , OTOL κατα τοῦτον TOV OPOV unos 

the others are like The One , since they do not in any way undergo the characteristic of likeness , insofar 

τα αλλα EOTL OMOLA TM EVL τὰ μηδεν πεπονθοταὰ τῆς ομοιοτήῆτος, 

as that prevails in those that undergo some characteristic that is the same , to the extent that they undergo 

TNS περιγεγραμμενῆς EV τοις πεπονθοσι τι ταῦτον, κατ’ τοπέεπονθεναι 

that which is The Same Itself . For one thing is not said to be like another thing , if that thing undergoes 
TO ταῦτον ALTO : YAP αλλο OD ELPNTOL ELVAL OMOLOV AAAW TO EkKELVO πεπονθος 

that which is like , but rather if it undergoes the same condition as that other , in order that both , should 

O ἔστιν ομοιον, AAA πεπονθος TO ταῦτον εκεινὼ, ιν’ αμφω 


have the same experience. So much then, has been said by us in reply to this difficulty . But 

ῃ ὥσαυτῶς TALTOV TETOVOOTA . Ταῦτα καὶ Ld’ ἡμῶν ATOKEKPLOV τὴν TALTHYV αποριαν. dE 
let us pass on to the next passage of Plato . 

ἡμῖν μεταβατεον Em ta εἕξης tov Πλατῶνος. 


Parmenides: Then certainly , being indeed Such, It will neither be Equal nor Unequal , 
140b Και μὴν ον YE τοιοῦτον OVTE ἔσται 100V OLTE AVIGOV 
either to-itself or to-another . 

οὔτε EALTM OLTE AAAW. 

Aristotle: In what way ? (πη ;) 


After The Assimilative Order of The Gods which is solely Super-Kosmic , the theologians 


Μετα τὴν AHOLOLMTIKNV TAELV TOV θεῶν OVOAV LOVWS LUTEPKOGLILOV , Ol θεολογοι 
see fit to rank That Order which is characteristically called Liberated , The Characteristic of which is , 
QELOVOLV TATTELV τὴν LOLOG προσαγορευομενὴν ATOADTOV , LOLOV ἧς ἔστιν, 
as they maintain , to be both Transcendent over the resources/affairs in The Kosmos and at the same time 


ὡς EKELVOV O AOYOS, καὶ εδξηρησθαι τῶν πραγματῶν EV TO κοσμῷ και 
to be in Communion with them and to be placed Proximately Superior to The Kosmic Gods ; for which 


KOLV@VELV αὐτοῖς καὶ προσεχῶς ETIPEBPNKEVAL τοῖς εγκοσμιοις θεοις: διο 
reason they declare that They have been allotted The Median Position between Those Gods that are 


φασιν κεκληρῶσθαι THVHEGOTHTAALTHV TE τῶν θεῶν οντῶν 
solely Super-Kosmic and Those in The Kosmos . Therefore , This Liberated/Unpolluted Order , he will 


HOVOG ὑπερκοσμιῶν και τῶν EYKOOLILOV . ovv Ταῦτην τὴν απολῦτον TAELV ALTOS και μὲν 
surely present in the second hypothesis (148d) , and there , he will say what in the world The Characteristic 
δη παραδώσει Ev TH δεύτερα ὕὑποθεσει , καὶ EEL EPEL ο ποτ᾽ TO ιδιον 

of It is , and that This Order can Touch and Not Touch (149d) because it is somehow both En-Kosmic 


1202 avtys εστιν και OTL τοῦτο OLOV απτεσθαι [καὶ οὐχ απτεσθαι]. OTL EOTL πῶς καὶ EYKOGHLOG 
and Super-Kosmic , on the one hand , by being Collective of Those that are Properly called En-Kosmic 


καὶ ὑπερκοσμῖος, μεν οὐσα συναγῶγος τῶν ιδιῶς καλουμδνῶν εγκοσμιῶν 
Gods , but on the other hand , by also Leading-forth The Unity of The Whole Assimilative and solely 


θεῶν, δε οὔσης προαγοῦσα τὴν ενῶσιν τῆς πάσης αφομοιώτικης καὶ μονὼς 
Super-Kosmic Series , into Multiplicity . There then , as I said , on the one hand , he will also present 
LIEPKOGLLLOD σειρᾶς εἰς πλῆθος. Ekelovv,onepsednv, μὲν καὶ παραδῶσξι 
This Order . But here , on the other hand , he has passed it over and has moved on to Those Gods that 


ταῦτην τὴν ταξιν : ἐνταῦθα dE παρῆκεν αὑτὴν καὶ μεταβεβηκεν ETL τοὺς θεροὺς 

are solely En-Kosmic ; but for what reason , we shall learn more accurately in that place ; for at that time , 
οντας HOVMS εγκοσμιοῦς : OE δι’ NV GITLAV , επιγνώσομεθα AKPIBPEOTEPOV EV EKELVOLG : γὰρ TOTE , 
if it is Dear to The Gods , we shall also make the acquaintance of Their Whole Order . But in order that 

ει φιλον θεοις, καὶ κατανοήησομεν αὑτῶν τὴν πασαν ταξιν. AAA’? ινὰ 
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we may not be astonished at that place , we have given some advance indication here also , and at the 
μη θαυμαζῶμεν καὶ EV EKELVOLG , TPOENEONUNVALEDA εντοῦτοις και 
same time , in order that we may turn the lovers of beholding The Truth to the search for The Cause . 
αμα OTLMG TPEWMLEV τοὺς φιλοθεαμονας τῆς αληθειας προς ζητειν τὴν ALTLAV 
Therefore , on the one hand , he has moved on to The En-Kosmic Gods , the characteristic of which 
οῦν LEV MetaPeBnke Ent τοὺς εγκοσμιοὺς θεοὺς LOLOV ῶν 
is The Equal and The Unequal , by the one name indicating Their Fullness and that They do not admit 
EOTLV TO LOOV και AVLOOV, δια TO μὲν SEXOLEVOV αὑτῶν TO TANPESG KAL μητε 
of any addition nor subtraction (for such is The Equal , by Always Preserving The Same Limit 
ODLOELLAV TPOGONKNV LNTE αφαιρεσιν (YAP τοιοῦτον TO ισον MEL διαφύλαττον TOV ALTOV OPOV 
with Itself) , but by the other name indicating The Multiplicity of Their Powers and The Superabundance 
EQUTO) , δια το δὲ το πληθος τῶν δυναμβῶὼν καὶ τῆν ὑπεροχήν 
and The Deficiency inherent in Them ; for in the case of These , the divisions and the variations 
ελλειψιν εν αὑταις : γὰρ επι τοῦτωῶν AL διαιρεσεις καὶ AL ποικιλαι 
of powers and differences in degrees of Processions and Analogies and The Bonds that arise through 
TOV δυναμεῶν και AL SLAPOPOTNTEG TOV TPOOSOV και AVAAOYAL καὶ OL δεσμοι δια 
These , are especially allotted a place , from which also the Timaeus (41c) has derived the Subsistence 
TOVTOV μαλιστα EAAYOV τὴν YOPAV, ad? ὧν και οἾΤιμαιος DIMEOTIOE 
of the souls dependent upon Them , all of which derive their origin from Equality. Thus on the one hand , 
TAG ψυχας εξημμενας αὐτῶν, πᾶσιν OIG 1] YEVEDIG ATMO TNS IOOTNTOG . Αλλα μὲν 
these matters will become more clear to us in what follows , if indeed it is clear , as we have just said 
ταῦτα YEVIOETAL μάλλον γνωριμώτερα ἡμῖν EV τοῖς EMOMEVOIG , El καὶ EOTL ONAOV , ὡς εἴπομεν 
on the basis of the passage in the Timaeus , that souls are joined together to bodies through analogy , 
καὶ EK TOV ρηθεντῶν EV TILOLW , OTL καὶ OL ψυχαι συνεστῆσαν TOV σώματῶν SU’ AVAAOYLAG , 
Intellect : Soul : : Soul : Body 
The Causes of which must Presubsist in The Gods established immediately Above them . Therefore , it is 
TAG αἴτιὰς ὧν ὃδει προυπαρχξιν EV τοις θεοις υφεξεστῶσι προσεχῶς αὑταῖς. οῦν 
reasonable that their characteristics should be The Equal and The Unequal (Phaedrus 2744). But on the 
δεικοτῶς Exketv@v LOLOV τοῖισον και TO AVIOOV 
other hand , he now produces the proofs concerning the negations of The Equal and ὕποαμαὶ from both 
δὲ VDV TOLELTOL τας αποδειξεις περι τῶν ἀαποφασξεῶν τοῦ LOOD καὶ ανισοὺ εκ τὲ 
Sameness and from The Many , but [not] of The Like and The Unlike , although 
1203 της TAVTOTNTOG καὶ TOV TOAAOV , AAA’ οὐχ] EK TOD ομοιοὺ καὶ TOL AVOHOLOD , KALTOL 
he spoke of these in a reasonable way immediately before ; for The Whole of The En-Kosmic Divinity 
TPOELPNTALTALTA δικοτῶς προσεχῶς :γὰρ N MACH εγκοσμιοὺς θεοτῆης 
Proceeds from The Demiurgic Monad and The Primal Multiplicity , which he first denied of The One . 
MPOELOL ATO τῆς δημιουργικης μοναδος καὶ TOD TPWTIGTOD πληθους, O πρῶτον ATEMNOE TOD EVOG 
But in what way this is also true , will become clear as we proceed . But then , we must entirely accept 
δε οπὼς ταῦτα καὶ AANON , EOTAL KATASNAOV προιοῦσιν. δ᾽ OV Πανὺ πειστεον 
this much , that The Causes from which the proofs are derived , are The Leading Causes of Those Beings 
τοῦτο, OTL ταῦτα εξ WV AL αποδειξεις , ELOLV προηγουμξενα αἴτιὰ τούυτῶν 
of which the discussion is about , so that The Equal and The Unequal , insofar as they are derived from 
ὧν ολογος MEPL , WOTE τοῖσον καὶ τοανισον, καθοσον υφεστῆκε απὸ 
The One and through Sameness and The Many , in the same measure are also denied by these reasons 
TOD EVOG καὶ δια τῆς TALTOTNTOG καὶ TOV πολλῶν, κατὰ τοσοῦτον καὶ ATOHAOKETAL δια TOLT@V 
of The One ; for which reason, he also begins his account in this way, and certainly by being such indeed , 





TOD EVOG : διο και ἤρξατο τοῦ AOYOD οὐτῶς, καὶ UNV οντοιοῦτον YE 
not such as we have just now described , but such as It was previously shown to be ; such as being 
οὐχ οἷον νὺν , αλλ’ οιον εμπροσθεν εδειχθη 
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Completely Non-receptive of The Same and of The Other and free of Multiplicity . Therefore , by being 
TOVTEAMG αδεκτον TOLDTOD καὶ ETEPOD και anAnOvvtov . ουν ον 
of such a nature , “It is neither Equal nor Unequal , neither to-Itself nor to-the others”; for once again 
Τοιοῦτον στιν ODT’ LOOV OLT’ AVIGOV οὔτε  EAVTM οὔτε τοις αλλοις : YAP παλιν καὶ 
these conclusions also are twofold , just as Those were about The Like and The Unlike and The Same 
ταῦτα τὰ OVUMEPAOLATA EOTL καὶ OITA , καθαπερ TA περι TOL OLOLOD καὶ AVOLOLOD καὶ TALTOD 
and The Other. And if this has to be in this way , and if it is demonstrated that it is from The Same and 
καὶ etepov. Katret ταῦθ’ εχοι ovtas , καὶ δεικνύοιτο απο τοὺ ταῦτου και 
The Other that It is neither Equal nor Unequal , it is reasonable beyond a doubt that The Same and The 
ETEPOD ον NTE LOOV LNT’ ανισον, εικοτῶς δήπου το ταῦτον καὶ 
Other should be Beyond The Like and The Unlike , because They not only apply to These alone , but 
ἕτερον EMEKELVA TOD OLOLOD καὶ AVOLLOLOD , διοτι μη LOVOLG DTAPYEL TOLTOIS , αλλα 
They also apply to The Equal and Unequal , and in the same way They are More-Universal than The Like 
καὶ τοις IGOLG καὶ AVIOOIG , καὶ WOAVTHS ολικώτερα TE TOD OMOLOD 
and The Unlike ; for They also apply to The Equal and The Unequal ; for That which is being Participated 
KOLAVOLOLOD : YAP καὶ VLMAPYEL TOLG σοῖς καὶ ανῖσοις : γὰρ το μετεχομενον 
by more entities is More-Universal . So much then, on the one hand , about the order of the problems . 
απο TAELOVWV EOTL OALKM@TEPOV. τοσαῦτα Kau μεν περι τῆς TACEWS TOV TPOPANLATOV . 
But on the other hand, it is also not unclear , that these two characteristics are dependent on The Twofold 
δὲ καὶ οὐκ αδηλον Οτιταῦτα ὃῦο τὰ ηρτηται τῆς διττης 
Co-ordinations of Divine Names ; for on the one hand , The Equal Reaches as far back as to The Like and 
OLOTOLYLAG τῶν θειῶν : yap μεν το lOOV ανατεταται εις το ομοῖον και 
The Same and to That which is In-Another and to The Round/Curved and The Whole , whereas on the 
ταῦτον και το εναλλῶ καὶ τὸ περιφερὲς καὶ τοολον, δε 
other hand , The Unequal Reaches back to The Unlike and The Other and to That which is In-itself and to 
TO AVLIGOV εις TO AVOLOLOV καὶ TO ETEPOV και TO EV EALTO και 
The Straight and to That which has parts , then in turn of These , The One Set reaches back to The Limit , 
to εὐθὺ καὶι TO ἔχον μέρη, δεπαλιν τουτῶν τὰ μὲν εις τοπερας, 
and The Other Set to The Unlimited. And it appears to me that it is also for this reason , that he leads 
τὰ δὲ το ἀπειρον. Kat doKet μοι και δια τοῦτο TPOQYELV 
the discourse according to such a series of antitheses , in order that he may show that The One is Beyond 
τον λογον κατα οἷον τινας αντιθεσεις, wa δειξη TO EV ENEKELVO 
All Antithetical Co-ordinations , by being ranked together with nothing at all , since The One is Entirely 
πασης αντιθεσεῶς συνταττομξνον undevt , δ’ [|το]δν απαν 
Equally Transcendent over Each Pair of Opposites in The Whole Series . And since in turn , as we have 
ομοιῶς ξεξηρήημενον αντικειμδνον ἀπαντῶν . Καὶ γὰρ αὖ, OS 
often said , that it is unreasonable , if The One is to be the worse of any pair ; for nothing that is Better 
TOAAAKIG ELMOLEV , μὲν ATOTIOV , EL TO YELPOV TNS αντιθεσεῶς : YAP οὐδὲν KPELTTOV 
can be The Cause of the worse , but although it may have some communication with it , it will not be 
ἔσται αἴτιον TOD χείρονος, αλλα μὲν TOG κοινώνησει ALTM, SE οὐκ EOTAL 
its Cause in the Proper sense ; for neither does Sameness give Subsistence to Otherness , nor Rest 
αἴτιον κυριῶς γὰρ οὔτε ἡταύτοτης ουφιστησι τὴν ETEPOTNTA , OVTE ἡ στασις 
to Motion , nor generally , is it the relation between the producer and the produced , but rather , it is 
τὴν κινησιν, OVO OAWS EOTL [σχεσις TT] tov παραγοντος προς TO TAPAYOLEVOV , CAA 
The Comprehension and The Unity that Pervades from The Better to The Worse . 
TMEPLOYN καὶ EVHOIG EdNKEL AMO τοὺ KPELTTOVOS TM YELPOVI . 


Parmenides: For on the one hand, in so far as it is Equal , it would be of the same measures 
LEV y ισον αν EOTAL τῶν αὑτῶν μετρῶν 
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with that to which It is Equal . 

EKQLIV® ὦ OV 100V. 

Aristotle: Yes . (ναι .) 

Parmenides: But on the other hand , if it is to some degree greater or lesser than that to which 
140c δε ον που μειζον ἢ ελαττὸον μὲν οις 

it is commensurate , it will possess more measures than the lesser , but fewer than the greater . 
αν ξυμμετρον, HEV ESEL TAELW LETPA τῶν EAATTIOVOV, SE EAATTM TOV HELCOVOY . 
Aristotle: Yes . (vat .) 

Parmenides: But to those to which it would not be commensurable , on the one hand , 


δ᾽ οις αν μὴ σύμμετρον, μεν 
it will have smaller measures than some , but greater measures than others . 
ἔσται σμικροτερῶν τῶν δὲ μειζονῶν μετρῶν τῶν. 


Aristotle: How could it not . (πῶς yap ov ;) 


That The Equal and The Unequal that I have presently taken-up , are not to be taken as simply 


μεν Τοισον και TO ἄνισον TO VOV TAPAAAUBAVOLEVOV οὔτε EKANTTEOV ὡς ATAWS 
the physical , nor the mathematical , nor that which is established in the reason-sources of the soul , nor 


TO φυσικον οὔτε TO μαθηματικον οὐ TO 1OPLHEVOV EV λογοις WOXUKOLG οὔτε 
The Intellectual Idea Itself , has been stated by us before ; for all of these levels of being only partially 


TO VOEPOV E160 αὐτο, ELPNTAL ἡμῖν δια TOV ELLTPOOVEV : YAP TMAVTATALTA μερικῶς 
grasp Divine Affairs/Resources and are unworthy of the hypothesis concerned with The One . For how 


εφαπτεται TOV DELWV πραγματῶν και EOTLV AVAELA τῆς υὑποθεσεῶς περι τοῦ EVOG: γὰρ TOD 
would it be venerable , as we have already said , if The One were said to be Superior to One Intellectual 


αν EIN σᾶμνον , ὡς NON προξειπομεν, AV TOEV AEYOIG ELVAL KPELTTOV EVOG VOEpoD 
Idea , for then , what about the others ? But , just as we said , One Equality and Inequality must be taken 
ELO0UG , γὰρ TL WG TAGAAG ; AAA, ὥσπερ ELMOLEV , EVO LOOTHTA καὶ AVIGOTHTA ANNTEOV 
as Pervading throughout The Whole of The Enkosmic Divinity , if the proofs are also harmonized/adapted 


φοιτῶσαν δια τῆς πάσης τὴν EYKOGLLOD θεοτητος, εἰ αἱ ATOSELEELS KAL εφαρμοζουσιν KAL 
to both physical and mathematical equals and those in reason-sources in souls and those in 


και τοῖς φυσικοῖς καὶ τοις μαθηματικοῖς τσοιῖς καὶ τοις EV τοῖς λογοῖς τοῖς ψυχοις καὶ τοῖς EV 
The Intellectual Ideas. For one must begin the proofs from Above , to all levels , and to extend them 


τοις VOEPOLG τοις ειδεσι. yap Δει ἀρχεσθαι τας αποδειξεις AVMOBEV ETL παντῶν καὶ OLATELVELV 
throughout all those that are secondary , in order that The One may be shown to be Transcendent over All 


δια παντῶν τῶν δεῦύτερῶων, ινα το EV ONOSELKVUNTAL εξηρήημενον παντῶν 
The Divine Orders ; The Intellectual , The Psychic , and The Mathematical , The Physical Ideas . Thus , 


TOV θειίῶν , τῶν VOEPOV  , TOV ψυχικῶν, TOV μαθηματικῶν, τῶν φυσικῶν ειδῶν. ODV 
all such axioms as are now stated about both Equals and Unequals , are to be adapted to This Order 


Tlavta 060 αξιώματα VOV AEYETAL περι TE TOV LOWV καὶ AVLOOV , εφᾶαρμοστεον TALTT τη TAEEL 
of The Gods ; for since there are also a multiplicity of potencies in This Order , some that are coordinate 


1205 τῶν θεῶν : yap επεῖι εἰσι καὶ πολλαι δύναμεις ενταῦτῃ ,αὐἱμὲν σύστοιχοι 
with each other and tend towards the same end and good , while others differ according to both their 


QAANAGIG καὶ OVOATELVOLEVAL προς TO ALTO TEAOG καὶ αγαθον, at δε διαφερουσαι KATA TE 
Superabundance and Deficiency , on the one hand , we must say that The Former Class are Characterized 


DTMEPOYNV καὶ υφεσιν, μεν ρῆτεον EKELVAG χαρακτηριζεσθαι 
by Equality/Equanimity ; for The Good is The Measure of Each of Them ; thus surely Those that are 


κατὰ τὴν lOOTHTA :yap το ayaov μετρῶν EKQOT@V : γοῦν τὰ συν- 
United to The Same Good are Measured by The Same Measure and are Equal to Each-other . Whereas 


—TVOLEVA TO αὐτῷ ἀγαθὼ μεμετρηται TW αὐτῷ μετρῷῶ καὶ εστιν 100 ἀλλήλοις. μην 
td 
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on the other hand , Those that are indeed uncoordinated with each other we must postulate , as performing 


δε Τας γε ασυστοιχοὺς αλληλαις θετεον πεποιησθαι 
Their Procession according to Inequality , seeing that we say that some of Them are Superabundant , 


τὴν προοδον κατὰ = TOGVIoOV, δπειῦῆ λέγομεν τας μὲν Ὀπερεχειν., 

while the others are Deficient . But since even of those That are Unequal some are Commensurate , while 
τας δὲ ὑφεισθαι.. AAA’ επει και τὰ τῶν ανισῶν τα μὲν σύμμετρα, 

others are Incommensurate , it is clear that we must adapt these concepts to The Divine Realm , so that , 

τα δὲ ασυύμμετρα., SNAOV OTL εφαρμοσομὲν ταῦτα τοις θειοις, 

on the one hand , The Commensurable , must be taken as referring to Those Gods , through whom Those 
LEV τὴν συμμετριαν, τοις 6’ ὧν TO 

that are Secondary are mixed together with Those Prior to Them , and Participate of The Wholes of Those 


δεύτερα συνανακεραννῦται τοῖς TPO αὐτῶν KOL [LETEXEL OA@V TOV 
that are Superior (for in this way also , among Those that are Commensurate , The Lesser desires to have 


KPELTTOVOV (YAP OLTM® και δν τοις σύυμμξτροις το ELATTOV εθελει EXELV 
A Common Measure with The Greater , by having The Same Unit of Measurement being applied to 
κοινον HETPOV POG TO LELCOV , TOD αὐτου HETPODVTOG 
either of them as a Whole). But on the other hand , The Incommensurable , applies to Those Divinities 


EKQTEPOV ολον ); δε τὴν ἀαἀσυμμετριαν, 
through whom those that are subordinate , through The Exempt Trancendency of Those that are Superior , 


Ed’? ὧν τὰ KATASEEOTEPA δια τὴν εξηρημξνην ὑπεροχὴν τῶν KPELTTOVOV , 
Participate of Them in a certain way , but they are unable of being Conjoined with The Whole of Them 


LETEYEL αὐτῶν μεν πῶς , O€ εχξι αδυνατῶς συναπτεσθαι ολοις αὕτοις 

through their own deficiency . For The Communion from Primary to partial and multifarious (con)causes 
δια EALTOV ὑφεσιν. γαρ KOLVOVLA ATO TOV TPOTOV Ταῖς μερικαῖς καὶ πολλοσταῖς αἰτιαις 

is incommensurable , and so is the striving upwards for them , towards The Same Intelligible Good ; and 


EOTLV ἀσύμμετρος, και TN] AVATAGIG EKELVOIC προς TO ALTO VONTOV αγαθον : καὶ 
it is fitting , that if These , I mean The Equal and The Unequal , are Symbols of The En-Kosmic Gods , 


EOLKEV, El ταῦτα, λέγω τοῖσον KA TO AVLOOV , EOTL συνθηματα τῶν EYKOOLLOV θεῶν, 
then it is reasonable that both This Commensurable and Incommensurable should appear at this point . 


ELKOTOSG καὶ τοῦτο TO σύμμετρον καὶ τὸ ἀσύμμετρον ἀναφανῆναι EevtTavOa . 
For on the one hand , such an antithesis can have no place among The Incorporeal and Immaterial Beings, 


yap LEV TOLTOV ἡ αντιθεσις EXEL οὐκ YOPAV Εν τοις ἀσώματοις και AvAOIC , 
for All are Rational Beings There and Subsist in Pure Ideas ; but on the other hand , where there is also 


παντῶν ρητῶν OVTOV EKEL καὶ ὑφεστώτων EV καθαροῖς EldEoL: HE OTOD εστι και 
a material substratum and a mixture of form and ἃ Formless Element , then it is also reasonable that 


DAUKOV DIOKELLEVOV καὶ μιξις ειδοὺς καὶ ανειδεοῦ τινος, και εικοτῶς 
among these there exists the antithesis in commensurability , of which The En-Kosmic Gods are in 


ἐνταῦθα εστιν ἀαντιθεσις συμμετριας , ὧν οι εγκοσμιῖοι θεοι εισι 
Direct-Contact ; by being Connective of souls and bodies , of form and matter . Accordingly then , it is 


προσεχῶς, συνεκτικοι ψυχῶν και σώματῶν ELd0UG και LANG. apa 
naturally reasonable that The Division of Inequality should arise in these according to that which is 


πεφυκεν Εἰκοτῶς τὴν διαιρεσιν ανισον EV αὐτοις κατα το 
commensurable and incommensurable ; and because of this the argument which raises this difficulty 


σύμμετρον καὶ ἀσύμμετρον : και διο Oo Aoyos ETOATOPOV 
made mention of these . Thus on the one hand , we will consider these matters at more length later on ; 


EUVNMOVEDOE τουτῶν. ODV μὲν και ἀνασκεψομεθα Ταῦτα emimAcov εισαυθις: 
but on the other hand , for now, let us assume in a geometrical way that the definition of The Equal 


1206 de νὺν λεκτεον γεωμετρικῶς οτι opovg τοὺ ιτισου 
ΠῚ 
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is taken to exist prior to the proofs of the commensurate and the incommensurate ; for on the one hand , 


λαμβανει προτῶν αποδειξεῶν TOD συμμετρου, TOD ἀασυμμετροὺ : μὲν 
of The Equal he says that , It is of The Same Measures with That to which It is being Measured , but on 
ισον λεγῶν τοις AVTOLG μετροις το LETPODLIEVOV , 
the other hand , of the commensurate , that if it is to The Same Degree either greater or lesser than that to 
δὲ σύμμετρον ἢ TO αὑτῷ μετρῶ ξαν μὲν μειζον εαν δὲ ελαττον TO 
which it is being measured , it will possess more measures than the lesser , but fewer than the greater ; 


LLETPODHEVOV : πλεονάκις TO EAGTTOV , EAATTOVAKIG ἡ το μειζον : 
but the incommensurate , on the one hand , is that which is divided into numerically equal numbers , 


δὲ ασυμμετρον μεν το διαιρουμξνον εἰς loa κατ’ ἀριθμον, 
but on the other hand , they are unequal according to the greater number ; and if the number is lesser , 


δὲ ανισα κατα μεγεθος , μὲν 8ι ElN δλαττον 
clearly into lesser parts , but if it is greater , clearly into greater , and the lesser will have smaller 


SNAOV ες εἰς EAATTOVa , dE εἰ μειζον SNAOV ὡς εἰς μειζονα : HEV TO EAATTOV εσται σμικροτερῶν 

measures that are numerically equal , but if greater of greater. For if you take the side and the diagonal 
μετρῶν LOM@V κατ᾽ apLOLOV , δὲ TO μειζον μειζονῶν . yap Eav λαβῆς την πλευραν Ka την διαμετρον, 

and divide each in half , it is clear that the one will have each of its halves greater , and the other lesser . 

Kat OlEANS EKATEPAV SLYA , SNAOV ὡς ἡ HEV EEEL EKATEPOV TOV μερῶν μειζων, δὲ EAATTOV. 
But in the case of both the commensurate and the incommensurate there is an equal/similar/like/shared 


δὲ Ent ALPOTEPAV τῶν συμμετρῶν καὶ τῶν ἀσυμμετρῶν οὐσης ομοιῶς 

likeness between greater and lesser , from which analogy on the one hand , the measures are the same , 

τῆς παραβολῆς προς μειζονα καὶ EAATTOVA , E ὧν HEV τῶν μετρῶν οντῶν τῶν αὑτῶν, 

but on the other hand , are multiplied either more or multiplied less times , then from which multiple , 
OAM’? ὃδὲε ἡ πλεονάκις ἡ EAATTOVAKIG . δὲ ed’ ὧν 

the division is made into equal parts , but either into greater according to the greater or into lesser , 

τῆς OLALPEDEWS YIYVOLIEVI|G εις μεν lo, GAA’ ἡ εἰς μειζονα KATA TO μξγεθος ἡ εἰς EAATTOVA , 

in one case , the distinction is made according to Multitude , but in the other case according to Magnitude 


OTOL HEV της διαφορᾶς OvONS KATA τοπλήθους, omov ὃς κατα to μξεγεθος 
that is incommensurate . Surely then , these definitions are established in advance , next he brings in 


ὑπάρχειν ἀσυμμετρῶν. ON Τούυτῶν TOV ορῶν προδιλήμμενῶν εξῆς επαγξι 
the proofs , by means of which he first shows that , on the one hand , The One is not Equal either to Itself 


τας amodetEEig , OV ὧν πρῶτον ATOSELKVDTAL OTL μὲν TO EV EOTLV οὐκ LOOV ODTE EAVTO 
nor to another , and again in turn that It is not unequal either to Itself or to another . Then he says thus : 


OVTE GAAW, EMELTA παλιν OTL οὔτε AVLIOOV OLTE εαῦτω OLVTEGAAW. SE AsyEL OTM: 


Parmenides: Is it not the case then , impossible , for That which does not Participate 
140b οὐκοῦν αδύνατον το μη μξτεχον 
of The Same , either be of the same measures , or of anything else whatsoever of The Same ? 
TOD αὐτοῦ ~—- 1] ELVAL τῶν αὐτῶν LETPOV ἢ AAAWV WVTLVAVOLV τῶν αὑτῶν ; 
Aristotle: It is impossible . (advvatov .) 
Parmenides: Accordingly then , on the one hand , It will neither be equal to-itself , 
apa μεν αν OLT’ ElN 1OOV βεαυτῳ 
nor to-another , being impossible for It to be of the same measures . 


OvTe AAAQ, μη ον τῶν αὐτῶν μετρῶν. 
Aristotle: It is not the case that It appears to be so indeed . 
οὐκοῦν φαιναται γε 


The formal argument which he has constructed about The Equal which also removes it from 
Συλλογισμος YEVOLEVOG EM TOD τσοὺ καὶ  APALPWV ALTO 
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The One is of the following kind . The One partakes of nothing that is The Same ; The Equal Partakes 


TOD EVOG EOTL τοιοῦτος : TOEV LETEXYEL ODdEVOG TALTOD , τοῖσον LIETEXEL 
to some degree of The Same by Virtue of The Power of Measure ; accordingly then , The One is 
πῶς TOD ταῦτου κατα τὴν δυναμῖν TOD μετρου, apa TO EV ἔστιν 


in no way Equal because It is not The Same . For The Same , has many senses ; for it is possible to grasp 
1207 οὐδαμῶς toov δὲ ott. [οὐκ] .tavtov . yap To Tavtov εστι πολλαχῶς: εστι καὶ λαβειν 
Sameness according to The Idea and according to the subject matter and according to some measure and 


TALTOTHTAG κατα TO ειδος καὶ κατὰ TOULMOKELMEVOV καὶ κατα τι μετρον καὶι 
according to the time and according to the place of some expedient , for it is possible for expedients to be 
κατὰ TO YPOVOV καὶ KATA TOV τόπον τῶν πραγματῶν : YAP EOTL KOU 


the same as each other in measure and in time and in form and in number and in many other ways , 


ταῦτα QAANAOIG TH μετρῶ καὶ TO YPOV® καὶ TH ELSEL καὶ TO APLOUM KAO πολλοις AAAOLG , 
through which the power of sameness pervades . Therefore , on the one hand , because The Equal is 


δι᾽ ὧν ἡ δυναμῖς τῆς TALTOTNTOS SINKEL. ODV μὲν ως Το ισον 
Secondary to Sameness , It Subsists from The One according to Sameness ; The One, on the other 
δεύτερον τῆς TAVTOTHTOSG VLOLOTATAL απο TOD EVOG KAT’ αὐτὴν : TO EV dE 


hand , being beyond Sameness , is without a doubt far more Transcendent over Equality , seeing that , if 
OV EMEKELVA TAVTOTHTOG καὶ δηποὺ TOAAW μαλλον EENPNTAL THGIGOTHTOG, ONOVYE El 

it were a magnitude , but not of the same type as that to which it is compared , that other thing could 

Ely τι μέγεθος Se οὐδὲ μΊ ομοεῖιδες προς O αντεξεταζεται, EKELVO av 
never be described as equal or unequal ; for these relationships are only possible in the case of those that 
OUT ποτ᾽ ρηθειή τσον OLT’ AVOLOOV : γὰρ ταῦτα EOTL μονον δν τοις 
are of like form . For who then would consider a line and a surface or a plane and a solid to be equal ? 

ομοξιδεσι.. Tic ovv αν YPOLLNV και ETIMAVELAY , επιπεδον καὶ OTEPEOV εἰς LOTV 5 
For these should not be compared with each other , and Aristotle (Phys VII-4) , in his discussion of motion , 
YAP ταῦτα οὐ συμβλητὰ αλληλοις, καὶ τοὺ APLOTOTEAOUG EV τοις λογοις περι KIVNOEWS 
rightly defined that motions of like-kind to be comparable , while those of unlike-kind are not , such as 
καλῶς οριζοντος τας ομοξιδεις ειναι συμβλήητας, GAA’ τας ανομοξιδεις οὐχι, οἷον 
increase (Quantifiable) and alteration (Qualifiable) or generation (Qualifiable) and spatial motion (Quantifiable) . 


αὐξησιν τε και ἀαλλοιῶσιν ἢ γξνεσιν καὶ τοπικὴν κινησιν 
Therefore , The One is Incomparable to any of those that come into being after It and derive their Sub- 
OvDV Toev ασύυμβλητον πασι τοις LET’ ALTO και EXOLOLV τὴν ὑπ- 


-sistence from It , cannot be either Equal or Unequal to them , nor even to Itself , by “Having A Being” 

παρξιν AN’ ALTOVD δύναιτο OLT’ ELVAL IGOV OVT’ AVIGOV EKELVOIG , AAA OVS EALTM , EXOV οὐσαν 

which is Supremely Unitary , that has no need of Equality ; in which respect it is also clear that The One 
τὴν KPELTTOVE EVOELON , καὶ οὐδὲν SEOMEVOV LOOTNTOG : ῶ καὶ δηλον OTL TO EV 

is not so called , by being a Quantity , such that it would also be receptive of Equality , but only because 

οὐχ λεγεται ως τιποσον, Wa καὶ ἡ δεκτικον LOOTNTOG, AAA’ ὡς δια 

Its Simplicity and Partlessness can only be signified through these names ; for it is through wishing 

αὐτοῦ της ATAOTNTOS καὶ τῆς ἀμεριας δυναμενής HOVOD σημαινεσθαι δια TOLTOD : γὰρ θελοντες 

to indicate Its Overwhelming Unmultiplicity over all other things , that we call It ONE , not by being 

δειξασθαι τῆς EkBEBryKOS [ἀπλήηθυντον απο παντῶν TT] ... προσειπομεν ALTO εν, οὐχ ὡς 

of the same rank as those that are multiplied nor by placing It as one of The Monads in The Numbers , but 

ομοταγες τοις πεπληθύυσμενοις οὐδ᾽ ὡς τιθεντες EV τῶν μοναδῶν εν τοις ἀαριθμοις, AAA’ 

as signifying that It Is The Summit of None of All The Others , that only by one Participating of which , 

ὡς ONLOAIVOVTEG OLOAV LTAPELV οὐδὲν τῶν TAVTOV , ο μετασχὼν 1G 

will one attain any sense of how That Is One . Therefore , it has been shown thus far , that It is in no way 
QWETOL παντῶὼς πῶς EKEIVO EOTIVEV. δ᾽ οῦὺν δΔεδεικταῖ TOLDTMV μέχρι OTL μηδαμῶως 
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receptive of Equality , because It does not tolerate Sameness , neither according to Time nor according to 


1208 επιδεχεται τοῖσον, Stott μῆηδε TO TALTOV μῆτε κατὰ YPOVOV μητε KATA 
Number nor according to any other mode , by being Totally Non-receptive of Sameness . 
αριθμον NTE κατ᾽ τινα αλλον TPOTOV , ὡς ὑπάρχον ολῶς ASEKTOV TAVTOTNTOG . 


Parmenides: But most certainly , being of more or fewer measures , it will also be of as many 
QAAG YE UNV OV TAELOVOV ἡ EAATTOVOV μετρῶν, AV και EL τοσουτῶν 

parts , as there are measures ; and in this way it will again , no longer be One , but such as many 

140d μερῶν. οσῶνπερ μετρῶν, καὶ οὕτως αὖ ODKETLEOTALEV , AAA τοσαῦτα 

as there are also measures . 

οσαπερ καὶ TH HETPO . 

Aristotle: Rightly so . (ορθως .) 

Parmenides: But if indeed it should be of one measure , it would become equal to that measure : 

deel YE ely EVOG HETPOD, AV YLYVOITOLGOV TH LETPM: 

but this appeared impossible ; for It to be equal to anything . 

dE τοῦτο εφανὴ AOVVATOV, ALTO ELVOL LOOV TO. 

Aristotle: It has so appeared .(yap edavn .) 


By removing Inequality in every way from The One , a second formal argument is given 

AVALPOV τὴν ανισοτητα παντελῶς ATO TOD δνος, Δεύτερος συλλογισμος παραδιδοται 
in the case of these , in such ἃ way . The One is not receptive of a multiplicity of Measures or of Parts ; 

δπι TOLTOIG , τοιοῦτος : TO EV EOTLV οὐκ OEKTLIKOV πολλῶν μετρῶν ἠκαιμερῶν: 

but everything that is Unequal is Receptive of a Multiplicity of Parts ; accordingly then , The One is not 
ὃ ONAV ἔστι GAVLOOV SEKTIKOV πολλῶν μερῶν ᾿: apa TO EV EOTLV οὐκ 
Unequal . For whether The Unequal is made up of a greater or lesser number of measures , It still has 
avioov.yap Kav toavicoov τ ἢ TAELOVOV KAV ελαττονῶν μετρῶν, τι EXEL 
many measures ; but we have removed all multiplicity from The One , both the lesser and the greater . 
πληθος TOV μετρῶν : SE αφειλομεν παν πληθος EK TOV EVOG, TE TO EAATTOV καὶ TO TAEOV : 
Accordingly then , The Unequal is , on the one hand , inferior to The Primal Multitude and Subsists 


apa TO AVLOOV EOTL LEV KATMOTEPM TOD πρώτου Tov πλήθους καὶ DOEGTHKE 
by Virtue of It , since It also Partakes of The Causal Source of Unity ; for as it has been often said , that 
κατ᾽ αὐτο, O€ καὶ μετεχϑι τῆς αἴτιᾶὰς τοὺ EVOG: YAP ὡς πολλακις ειρηται, 


negation is the origin of assertion . Therefore by these means , he has shown that The One also Transcends 
TN] ἀποφασις EOTLV γενεσις TNS KATAPADEWS . OV ALA τουτῶν EdELGE μὲν TO EV καὶ ESNPNLEVOV 
Inequality . But since someone might raise the difficulty , “But perhaps it will not be either of lesser nor 


τῆς AVIGOTHTOG : OE ENELSN τις AV ELMOL ἀπορῶν, αλλα 1OMSG EOTAL NTE EAATTOVOV NTE 
of greater measures , but of one measure , in order that we may not leave a multiplicity in the One , and 


TAELOVOV μετρῶν, AAA’ EVOG , Wa μη καταλιπῶμεν πλῆθος εντῶδξδνι, 
thus , let it be itself its own measure”. Surely then , by unfolding this objection he has further added this ; 


ODV EOTM ALTO EALTOD LEPTOV : δὴ διὰ AVWV τοῦτο τὴν AMOPLAV ENNVEYKEV ταῦτην 
that accordingly , if someone were to postulate that the One was of this kind , then it will be equal to Its 


OTL apa ει τις Ὀὑποθειτο το ὃν τοιοῦτον, EOTALLGOV τῷ 

own measure in every way ; and if the equal and the One are not the same , because the latter is absolute , 
EAVTOD LETPW MAVTMS τινι: καὶ ει το ῖισον KALTO EV μη αὐτῶν, διοτι TO μὲν καθ’ aDvTO, 
while the former is relative , it is clear that by being equal the One will also be not-one because the equal 


το O& προςτι, OSNAOV WG OV LOOV τοᾶν KOLEOTAL OLVYEV δια TOLOOV 
is not-one ; for whatever is added to it , removes The One , since That which is Truly One rejects 


OV οὐχ EV: YAP ο AV TPOGON αὐτῷ, AHAIPELTOEV, ὡς TOD ἀληθῶς EVOG AVALVOLEVOD 
the addition of anything else , thus , by postulating the addition , it will no longer be One Alone , but one 


1209. παντος ov . αλλ’ προστιθεντος TPOGONKEV, οὔκξτι EOTAL μονον εν 
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along with something else , nor The One Itself , but rather some particular one , since it will appear with 
μετ᾽ αλλοὺ , οὐδ. αὔτοδον, αλλα τι EV το φανταζομενον μετα 
the addition . Therefore , by being equal it will be not-one , whether it is measured by some other one 
TOD προστιθᾶντος. ον ον ῖισὸν ἔσται OvXYEV, καν μετρῆται TE LT TIVOG ἀλλοῦ EVOG 
or whether it be measured by itself ; but it has been shown that The One is equal to nothing ; accordingly 


καν TE vd’ EMvTOD : δὲ δεδεικται ὡς TOEV EOTLV LOOV οὐδεν : apa 
then , The One will neither have one measure , nor many ; for if on the one hand , it were the measure 
TO EV OLTE EXEL EV μετρον, οὔτε TOAAG : YAP El και LEV διῇ HETPOV 
of itself , this would produce a schism [and thus , it will not be] Ineffable , since it will be both a measure 
EQUTOD , OXIC ..... QVEKOATOV : EOTOL μετροῦν 
of itself and it will also be measured by itself , and thus it will not be Truly One , but of a dual nature . 
EQAVTOV καὶ μετρούμενον DO’ EAVTO , καὶ ὡς οὐχ εσται ἀληθῶς EV, AAA δυοειδες 
It is this then , that has persuaded us to also deny that It is In-Itself , for which reason it is also clear that 
Τοῦτο δὲ QVETELOEV ἡμᾶς καὶ ἀπογνῶναι OTL EOTLV EV εαῦύτῶ, ὦ καὶ δηλον ott 
the designation of Absolute must be granted to The One , but not the designation relative to itself , 
LEV καθ’ αὐτο αποδοτεξον τῷ δνι, δὲεοῦδεν προς εαῦτο, 
in order that we may not take it as being duplicated and make it experience/undergo the One , but not be 
wa μη AABOLE ALTO διπλασιασαντες καὶ ποιήσαντες πεασπονθος TOEV , AAA’ οὐκ 
The One Itself . [So that which] is In-Itself will be The Measure of Those that are arranged along with It , 
QUTO EV..... OV EQLTM ἔσται LIETPOV ODVTETOY LEVOV μετ’ αὐτο 
and It will also be among Those that are being measured , by measuring them also , as The Monad in 
καὶ EVQVTOIG τοῖς μετροῦμδνοις, μετροῦν κακεῖνὰα WC TN HOVOG EV 


Number is The Measure of Number ; thus , It must be Transcendent over All ; and such as to be part of 


αριθμῶ ovoa τον αριθμον : δε AUTO SEL UMAPYELV EENPNHMEVOV TAVT@V καὶ OGOV μερος 
none , in order that It may not be less perfect than the others of which it is a part ; for every part is 


οὐδεν, wa μη ατελεστερον NTOVAAAMV WV εστιμερος: YAP παν μερος 
incomplete. If then, it were to be the measure of those measured as a part , it will be less complete 
ἀτελὲς. Etvovv Ely LETPOV TOV μετρουμενῶν ὡς HEPOG , EOTAL ATEAEOTEPOV 


than the others , then the One is not Beyond those of which it is the measure ; if it is some part of others , 
TOV ἀαλλῶν: APO TOEV ODKEMEKELVA EKELVMV ἔστι HETPOV : EL EOTL TI μερος AAA@V , 
it will be a one and not The One Itself ; for its distinctiveness in relation to the other parts will make it 
ἔσται EV και οὐκ αὐτοδν : YAP ο διαφοροτης προς τα αλλα μερη ποιήσει ALTO 
a one ; for each of those , by being a part , must entirely also be a particular one . If then , the One itself 
TLEV : YAP EKAOTOV EKELVM@V OV LEPOG πάαντῶς καὶ EOTL τι ev. Ειοῦν TO “LTO 
is not even a Whole, in order that it may not undergo/experience being the one , as he has shown in the 


εστι UNdSs OAOV , wa μη πεπονθος Ἢ TOEV, ὡς δεδεῖιχ EV 
Sophist (2446), much more so is It not a part , in order that it may not also be incomplete , besides indeed 
Σοφιστη . πολλῷ μαλλον EOTLV οὐκ μερος, τινὰ μη και ατελες προς ἢ 
also having to undergo being the One . Thus , from this it is manifest that The One Itself is not any one 
καὶ τῷ πεπονθος Elval TOEV. SEEK TOLTOV MAVEPOV WG TO AULTOEV EOTL οὐκ τι EV 
of The Ideas , for every Idea is a part of The Whole of Intellect , but The One is Transcendent over both 
τῶν ELOWV : YAP παν εἰδος EOTL μερος TOD MAVTOG VONTOD, AAA’ εξηρηται και 
The Whole Intelligible Realm and over All The Ideas in It , which are Its Parts . How then, can It 


TOD OAOD νοητοῦ και TOV διδὼν εναῦτω οντῶν μερῶν. Πώςοῦν avto 
be called The Measure of Wholes , or how The Measures of All Leaders ? For it is given the name One 
λεγεται μετρον TOVOAMV ἡ πῶς τα μετρὰ πάασι χορηγοῦν ;γὰρ επονομαζεται EV 
for this reason also , as being The Cause of Unity and Cohesion for All , since It is indeed none of These 
ODT καὶ ὡς αἴτιον της EVWOEWS καὶ τῆς συνοχῆς MAGLV , EMEL ἐστι YE οὐδὲν τουτῶν 
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In-Itself . And how could It also be any Measure , for It is Beyond All Limit and Boundary and Unity Ὁ 
1210 καθ’ αὐτο. Και πὼς αν E1N LETPOV, γὰρ OV EMEKELVA παντος περατος καὶ OPOD καὶ EVOTNTOG ; 
For every measure is the limit and boundary of that which it measures . Therefore , when Plato says in 
δὲ παν μετρον EOTL περας καὶ OPAc τοῦ LETPOLHEVOD . ουν Otav o TTAatov Asyn Ev 
the Laws (IV 716c) that The Divine is The Measure of All (and far more so than man ; as one 
Νομοις το θειον μετρον τῶν παντῶν, καὶ πολὺ μαλλον ἡ τον ἀανθρῶπον, ὡς τις 
of those prior to him somewhere dares to declare) one must conceive in what sense he says that It is 
TOV TPO αὐτοῦ που τολμα λξγειν, δει νοξιν TOG φησι ALTO ELVAL 
The Measure , if he is making his account about That which is Beyond All, and that , as being Distinctive 
UETPOV ,8ι MOLOITO τον λογον περι TOD EMEKELVA παντῶν, καιοτι , ὡς αφοριζον 
of both the existence and The Well-being of all beings , by being The Prior Cause of The Measures in 
τὸ το ELVOAL καῖιτο ED ELVAL MAGL TOLG OVOL, οντῶὼν προαῖτιον TOV μετρῶν EV 
each of Them. Certainly Socrates shows this in the Philebus (66a) in the enumeration of Such Goods , 
EKQOTOIG . γοῦν ο L@Kpatys Δηλοι Ev TO Φιλήβω ev tH ἀαπαριθμήησει TOV TOLOLTOV ἀγαθῶν, 
when he places Measure among The Goods which are Primally Participated and not yet of The Nature of 
θεμενος  LETPOV EV TOG ἀγαθοις πρώτοις μετεχομένοις καὶ OLTM περατο-- 
Limit , just as he has posits Due Measure/The Opportune and The Measure , and saying that in regard to 
πειδεσι, ὥσπερ τον καῖρον καὶ το μετρον, καὶ ξειπῶν περι 
These there is The Primary Good , but not That Good which is Beyond All Those that are said to be in 
ταῦτα ELVAL TO πρῶτον αγαθον, AAA’ OD ETEKELVA TOV παντῶν AEYOMEVOV ELVAL τῶν 
any way either mixed or of The Nature of The Limit or The Unlimited ; so that if one were to venture 
οπῶσουν ἢ μικτῶν ἡ τῆς MLOEMS περατοξιδῶν ἡ ANELPOD : WOT ELTIGC  TOAL@N 
to say that That was The Measure , It must be taken as being The Measure in the sense of being 
AEYELV EKELVO LETPOV , αὐτο ONOETAL ὡς OV LETPOV 
The Object of Desire for All , but not as being Coordinate with those that are measured by It . Thus , 
EMETOV TOVTOV , AAA? OLDY WG ομοταγες τοῖς UETPODMEVOIG ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ : dE 
Being Such as This , It will neither be Unequal to those with which It is Unconnected . 
ον τοιοῦτον, οὐδε ανισον οις ἔστιν ἀσυντακτον. 


Parmenides: Accordingly then , It will neither participate of one measure , nor of many , 


140d apa οὔτε LETEYOV EVOG HETPOD OLTE πολλῶν 
nor of a few ; nor since that which in no way participates of The Same , can ever , as it appears , 
οὔτε OALYOV , ODTE TO TAPATAV  LETEXOV TOD αὑτοῦ MOTE ,WC EOLKEV, 


be equal to itself nor to another ; nor in turn greater or lesser neither than itself nor than another . 
EOTAL GOV EALTM OVTE AAAW: οὐδ’ αὖ μειζον οὐδὲ EAATTOV οὔτε EAVTOD OVTE ETEPOD . 
Aristotle: It is thus so in every respect . 

LEV ODV OLDTH πανταπασι. 


One must note in these words how in the conclusion he goes back in order , from those which 


TlapatnpntEov EV τοῦτοις OTMS EV TH συμπεράσματι AVATPEXEL KATA TAELV ATO TOV 
have been demonstrated immediately before , through the middle and to the beginning of the problems ; 


δεδειγμενῶν προσεχῶς διατῶν μεέσῶν επι τὴν ἀρχὴν τῶν TPOPANLATOV : 
for he says , “The One will neither participate of one measure” , but this was the last of the problems that 
γαρφησιν Toév soti OvTE pETEYOV EVOGHETPOD ὃξε τοῦτο NV TO EOYATOV τῶν 
were demonstrated ; “nor of many , nor of a few” , but these were those that we demonstrated in the 


OESELYHEVOV : οὔτε πολλῶν OTE ολιγῶν, SETALTA NV ATED EOELKVUHEV EV τοις 
middle ; “nor that which in no way participates of The Same” , then this was what was stated first of all . 


μεσοις : OTE TO παράπαν μεξτεχον TODALTOD, SETOLTONV ο ELPNTOALTPMTLOTOV : 
Thus , nevertheless he shows that The One is in no way equal , and then after that the remaining problem 
12118’ ομῶς  déElkvvol ὡς TO EV EOTLV οὐδαμῶς LOOV , Ἔπειτα το λοιπον προβλημα 
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itself , that It is neither the equal nor unequal. But he has divided the unequal in the conclusion , 


αὐτο, AVTO ELVALL UNTE TO LOOV LINTE AVLOOV . OE AlglAE τοανισον EV TM συμπεράσματι, 
by describing it as greater and lesser , which he called by one common name in the proposition , by 
εἰπὼν μειζον καὶ EAQTTOV , ATEN παραλαμβανῶν κοινῶς MVOLLACEV EV TH προτασει δια 
the name of Unequal , showing us also that by means of This Order , The Genus of The En-Kosmic Gods , 
TOD AVLGOD , δεικνὺς ἡμῖν καὶ OTL δια ταῦτης TNS TACEWS TO γενος τῶν εγκοσμιῶν θεῶν, 
to which this name Equal and Unequal is proper to both extremes ; and so on the one hand , according to 


οις τοῦτο το ἴσον καὶ AVIGOV προσηκει αἀμφοτεραὰ., KOL μὲν κατα 
The Same Upper Summits It is Unified , while on the other hand , according to Their Procession below 


TOV αὑτῶν τας AVW AKPASG EOTL NVOLEVOV, καὶ δε KOTO TO TPOLOV KAT@ 
It is Divided , and by proceeding as far as to the most individualized levels it goes from The Same 


διηρηται καὶ προιῖιον LEX PL TOV μερικωτατῶν ATO τῶν αὑτῶν 
Measures to The Many and the few ; at which point those that are unmeasured , by being overcome by 


μετρῶν ETL TOA πολλα καὶ τὰ ολιγα:.... καὶ μη μετρον KPOTODLEVOV 
Equality , are uncovered and convolved again to their beginning ; for all the inequality among them , 
LOOTHTL ἀνακαλύπτει καὶ συνελισσεται παλιν ETL τὴν ἀρχὴν : YAP MAGA ἡ AVIGOTNS αὐτῶν 
is ruled in every way by Equality . Accordingly then , The One has been shown to be Beyond All The 


KPOTELTAL TAVTAYOVEV ὑπο τῆς ισοτητος. APA TO ὃν Δεδεικται ENEKELVA ἀπαντῶν TOV 
En-Kosmic Gods , seeing that The Equal and The Unequal are The Characteristics of these . Therefore , 


εγκοσμιῶν θεῶν, ELMEP τοῖσον καὶι ἄνισον ιδιον τουτῶν. οῦν 
in what way we say that on the one hand , This Antithesis is Proper to This Order of Theirs , we will 


Ons φαμεν μὲν ταῦτην τὴν αντιθεσιν προσήκειν TH ταξει τουτῶν,, YVO— 
come to know in what follows next , by following the statements of Plato . Then , let us now gather from 


πσομεθα εν τοις EdE>NS , ETOMEVOL τοις ρημασιν τοῦ Πλατῶνος : δὲ νὺν λαβῶμεν εκ 
what has been said , so much , that one must not talk about The One either in terms of Unity , nor in terms 


TOV TPOPPNVEVTM@V τοσοῦτον, ὡς APA SEL οὐ AEYELV TO EV οὔτε κατα τὴν EVMOLV οὔτε KATA 
of Partlessness , nor in terms of having the relation of Cause of those that follow after The One , nor as 


τὴν ἀμεριᾶν OLTE κατὰ τον λογον τῆς AITLAG τῶν μετα TOEV οὔτε 
Greater nor Lesser nor Equal ; for these qualities only have place in those that are subject to comparison . 


μειζον οὔτε EAATTOV οὔτε LOOV : YAP ταῦτα LOVOV χῶραν, εν οἷς ἔστι συγκρισις 
But such a comparison is also illustrated in those in which there is some same element which is receptive 


δὲ TOLASE OLYKPLOIG ἔστι και παραβολη εν οἷς ἔστιν τι ταῦτον δεδεγμενον 
of tension and relaxation ; but where there is nothing that is the same , how is it possible to talk of It 
δπιτασιν καὶ ἀνεσιν: δὲ οποῦ ἔστι μηδὲν ταῦτον, πῶς AV ELV δυνατον λέγειν 
according to any comparison or analogy ? Nor then, is it proper to apply to That , the superlative forms 
κατὰ τι OVYKPLOLV ἡ παραθεσιν ; OvdS’ apa QVOLOTEOV ET’EKELVO, TAG ὑπερθεσεις 
of all the other names , as some are accustomed to do with It , by wishing to communicate something 


πασιν TOV AAAWV TOV OVOLATOV , ας τινες ειώθασι προσφερειν αὐτῷ. εθελοντες διδασκειν TL 
more about it than by means of negations , celebrating It as The Most Stable and The Most Energetic ; 


TAEOV περι AVTOLD τῶν ANOPAGEWV , ὑμνοῦντες ALTO στασιμῶώτατον καὶ EVEPYNTIKOTATOV : 
for That is even Superior to such superlatives , by being Non-receptive of all those qualities from which 
γὰρ EKELVO EOTL καὶ KPELTTOV τῶν TOLODTOV ὑπερθεσεῶν, OV AOEKTOV TAVTOV EKELVAV Ah’ WV 
such superlatives have been taken ; but being in every way Their Cause ; for one cannot describe That 


1212 αι ὑπερθεσεις εληφθησαν, dE TOVTOG αἴτιον : YAP τις αν οὐκ ξειποι TO 
which is in no way white as being superlatively white , and that which is no way black as the blackest : 

μηδολῶὼς δλεῦκον λευκοτατον . καὶ TO μηδολῶς μέλαν LEAAV@TATOV : 
for superlatives (being more than less) are secondary , to Those That Participate in ἃ Simple/Absolute Way . 
yap at υπερθεσεις δεύτεραι τῶν μεθεξεῶν OTA@V 
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Parmenides: 12 What next then ? Do you believe that The One is capable 
140e Ti δὲ ; δοκει TO ὃν δυνατον 
of being Older or Younger or of having The Same Age 85 Itself ? 
ELVAL πρεσβύτερον ἡ νεώτερον ἢ EXELV τὴν αὑτὴν ἡλικίαν ; 
Aristoteles : Is there any reason why not ? 
én yap TL OD; 


The discourse has now proceeded as far as The En-Kosmic Gods , by always removing the 
ο λογος προήηλθεν Μεχρι τῶν EYKOOLI@V θεῶν, GAEL αφαιρῶν 
next layer of characteristics from The One through The Intermediate Genera ; or rather , in order to 
εφεξης τα απο τοῦ δνος διὰ τῶν μεσῶν γενῶν ᾿: δεμαλλον, Wa 
express myself more clearly , by always producing those that are secondary through Those that are nearer 
ElNW CAMEOTEPOV , asl παραγῶν Ta δεύτερα δια τῶν προσεχῶν 
to The One from The Transcendent Cause of Wholes . Accordingly then , he is now going to distinguish 
τῷ EVL απο τῆς ESCNPNMEVNG ALTLASG TOV OAWV . apa dé Μελλει χωριζειν 
from The One , the remaining Divine Essential-being Itself ; That which Primally Partakes of The Gods 
TOD EVOG , τὴν λοιπον θειαν OLOLAV αὑτην , τὴν πρώτως μετεχουσαν τῶν θεῶν 
and Receives Their Procession into The Kosmos , or rather to speak more accurately , to produce This 
καὶ υποδεξαμενην αὐτῶν την MPOOSOV εἰς TOV κοσμον δὲ μαλλον W’ EITM οὕτως , TAPAYELV ταῦτην 
also from The Ineffable Fountain of All Real-Beings , through which All The Divine Partake of This 
καὶ EK τῆς ἀρρήτου πηγης ἀπαντῶν TOV OVTOV, OU NV TAVTA TA VELA μετέχει της ταῦτης 
Characteristic , both Those that are Primally Divine and Those that are Divinized from These. For 
LOLOTITOG TE TA πρῶτος θεια και τὰ EKOEOLHEVA ATO τουτῶν. γὰρ 
just as everything which has any sort of being derives its Subsistence from The Monad of Beings , both 
Καθαπερ παν το οπώσουν ον υφισταται ATO τῆς μοναδος τῶν οντῶν, TE 
Real Being and that which is assimilated to That , and on the one hand , does not Subsist Of-Itself , but 
TO OVTMS OV καὶ TO ομοιουμξνον προς EKELVO καὶ μεν ονοῦκ καθ᾽ξαῦτο, 
on the other hand , by its communion with Real Being it receives some dim impression of that which is . 
δὲ δια τὴν KOLV@VIAV προς το οντῶς OV TAPASEYOMEVOV αδυδραν ELOAOLV τοὺ ELVALL : 
Surely then , in the same way also , from The Single Unity of Every Deity , the characteristic of which , 
én κατα τὰ ALTA και εκ μιὰς Evadoc πάσης VEoTNTOG , ιδιον nS ; 
if it is Lawful to say , is to Divinize All according to a Certain Exempt and Ineffable Trancendency , 
ει θεμις ELTELV , TO θεοὺῦν TAVTA KATA τινα ὑπεροχὴν καὶ αφραστον EENPNUEVNHV , 
where both Every Divine Number Subsists , according to which Being Is , or rather Proceeds (ET116&122), 
τε Tac θειος ἀριθμος ὑπεστη, καθ᾽ον το διναι εστι, SE μαλλον προξιναι 
to The Gods , and of The Whole Divinized Order of Beings . Therefore , on the one hand , the scope of 
τοις θεοις, καὶ ἡ πασα εκθεουμενη ταξις TOV OVTOV . ODV μεν Σκοπος 
this argument , as we said , is to bring to light that The One is also Transcendent over Essential-Being . 
ταῦτης , ὥσπερ EIMOLEV, αποφηναι τοδν KOL ECNPNMEVOV τηςουσιας: 
Now it seems fitting to me for those who have declared The Primal Cause to be Soul or anything else 
και Agia μοι §EKELVODG OL ειρηκασι TOTPOTOV ψύυχην πητιαλλο 
like this , to offer up their mind , to how Parmenides nullifies their hypothesis , by showing that 
τοιοῦτον, προσξχξιν TOV νοῦν, OTM O Παρμενιδης TEPLALPEL αὐτῶν τὴν ὑποθεσιν, δεικνὺς OTL 
The One is Non-receptive of Time , since That which is Non-receptive of Time cannot be Soul ; for every 
TO ὃν QSEKTOV YPOVOD, dE TO QOEKTOV YPOVOD ASLVATOV ELVAL ψυχὴν : YAP TATA 
Soul partakes of Time and uses Periods that are measured by Time . Surely then , on the one hand , 
ψύχη HETEXEL YPOVOD καὶ χρηται περιοδοις μετρουμξναῖς ὑπο YPOVoD: δη μεν 
The One is Superior to and Beyond Intellect , because every Intellect Moves and is at Rest , whereas 
1213 το EV KPELTTOV καὶ EMEKELVA TOD νοῦ, SLOTL πὰς νοὺς κίνειται καὶ EOTHKE , 


84 


on the other hand , The One has been shown to be neither in Motion nor at Rest ; then of the Soul , 
δὲ το EV δεδεικται μητε κινούμενον μήτε ἑστὼς: δὲ τῆς ψυχῆς, 
because every Soul partakes of Time , but The One will be shown not to partake in time ; certainly then , 
SLOTL πασα ψυχή μετέχει ypovov, δὲ TO EV δειχθησεται UN HETEYOV YPOVOD ,: GAAG UNV 
Intellect is also different from Soul for the same reasons , by being Free of all temporal activity , so that 
νοῦς καὶ ἕτερος ψῦύυχης δια τὰ αὐτὰ , καθαρευῶν χρονικῆς EVEPYELAG, ὥστε 
by means of these distinctions we have been made able to know The Three Ruling Underlying-Realities . 
δια τουτῶν αν γεγενημξνας EXOLLIEV γνώριμους τας τρεῖς ἀρχικας ὑποστασεις. 
But that The One is Perfectly Exempt from Time , he demonstrates by showing in the first place that It is 
dé OTL TO EV EOTLV πανττελῶς AETOYOV χρονοῦ, δεικνυσιν ἀποδειξας προτερον QvTO 
neither younger no older nor of the same age with Itself nor with any other ; for that which partakes 
μητε νεώτερον LINTE πρεσβυτερον LLNTE LONALKOV EAVTOD HNTE τινος ETEPOD : YAP TO μετεχον 
of Time must partake of all these , so that , by showing that The One is Free from these which are surely 
YPOVOD AVAYKN HETEXELV παν τουτῶν, ὥστε, AV SELYON TO EV KADAPELOV TOLT@V α ἔστι dT 
the symptoms of all those that partake of Time , it will have been shown that It does not partake of Time . 


συμπτώματα TOV παντῶν LETEYOVTOV YPOVOD , EOTAL SESELYLEVOV undé μετεχον χρονοῦυ. 
Surely then , this view has seemed to be incredible to many , and especially to those physiologists before 
én Τοῦτο TO δοκοῦν ELVAL ATLOTOV πολλοις, και μάλιστα τοις φυσιολογοις προ 


him , who thought that everything was comprehended by Time , and if anything is “Eternal” , then it has 
αὐτοῦ, Ol WOVTO πάντα περιξεχξσθαι ὑπο TOD YPOVOD , καὶ δι τι EOTLMLOLOV, 
to be “infinite time” , so that there is nothing at all that is not measured by Time ; for just as 
ELVAL ἀπειρον TOV YPOVOV, δε ειναι μηδὲν TOV TAVTOV AKATALETPNTOV LTO TOL YPOVOD : YAP ὥσπερ 
they also thought that all things were in space , by believing all things to be body , and nothing to be 

καὶ MOVTO TAVITA  ElVALEVTOTM@, OLOMEVOL TAVTA ὑπάρχειν σώματα, dE μηδὲν 
Incorporeal , so also did they believe that all beings were in time , inasmuch as they were moved , but 
ασώματῶν,, OLTH και παντα ειναι EV YPOVO , οντα κινουμενα,, δὲ 
nothing was Immoveable ; for on the one hand , the notion of bodies brought with it that of space , but on 

μηδεν ακινῆτον :γαρ LEV ἡ EVVOLA TOV σώματῶν OLVELONYE TOV TOTOV , 
the other hand , motion brought with it that of time . Therefore just as The One has been shown not to be 
δὲ . ἢ κινησις TOV χρονον. οῦν ῶς toEv δεδεικται οὐκ OV 

in space/place , because It is not In-Another , and for this reason It is Incorporeal , in like manner through 
εν TOTM@ , διοτι UNSOAMSEVAAAWD και SLA TOLTO QOOUATOV , OvT@ δια 
these arguments it is shown that It is neither in Time , and because of this , It is neither in soul nor in 
τούτων TOV εφοδῶν SELKVUTAL NSE EV YPOVO, KOAL δια τοῦτο unde woyn unos 
anything else of those that have need of Time and Partake of Time , either according to their Essential- 
1214 τι αλλο τῶν δεομενῶν χρονοὺ καὶ μετεχοντῶν χρονοῦ ἢ κατα τὴν 
Being or according to their activity , so that through all these arguments it is demonstrated that The One 
OVOIAV ἢ κατὰ THVEVEPYELAV, ὥστε διὰ παντῶν TOLTMV Elval δεδειγμένον OTL TO EV 
is neither body nor soul nor Intellect , the one , because It is not in another , the other , because It does not 


οὔτε σῶμα οὔτε ψυχη οὔτε νοῦς, TO μὲν διοτι EOTIVUNEVAAAM, TO OE διοτι μη 
partake of Time , the last , because It does not undergo Motion or Rest . Surely then , these doctrines are 
LETEXEL YPOVOD , TO dE διοτι μη KLVELTOLL καὶ EOTIKE . én Ταῦτα 
typically propounded by the majority of commentators about the One , which surely by postulating It 
ειώθοτα φιλοσοφεισθαι τοις πολλοῖς τῶν EGNYNTWV MEPL TOD EVOG, O dH θεμενοι 

to be The First Cause , they say that It is not body , as the Stoics maintained , nor incorporeal 

ElVOL πρῶτον φασιν οὔτε σῶμα, ὡς TNS Στοας Ol ἀπο ἔλεγον. OLVTE ἀσωματῶν 


soul , as Anaxagoras claimed , nor motionless intellect , as Aristotle said later ; which also makes the 
ψυχήν, ὡς Avagayopas EAEYEV , οὔτε AKIVNTOV νοῦν, ὡς APLOTOTEANG ὕστερον ; οἷς καὶ τῆν 
πὶ 
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Philosophy of Plato to Excel the others , by Rising-up to The Cause Itself , Above Intellect . 

φιλοσοφιαν Tov Πλατῶνος διαφερειν TOV AAA@V αναδραμοῦσαν ET’ αἴτιον AVTO ὑπερ TO νοῦν. 
Surely then , such being his thesis , by way of indicating to us the procession of the 
δ᾽ ovv Τοιαύτης ovens προθεσεὼς, NON ἐνδεικνύμενος ἡμῖν τὴν προοδον TOD 

argument towards Multiplicity , he is not content to abide in the same way as in his prior conclusions 

λογοῦ επι TO TETANOLOLEVOV , οὐκ NVEOYETO μειναῖ KATO TOV ALTOV τροπον τοῖς προειρημένοις 

at The Dyad , but has Triadically enumerated the characteristics of This Order , by The Older , 

ETL τῆς δυαδος, BAAD TPLADIKWS απηριθμησατο τα ιδια THG TALTNSG TAEEWS , TO πρεσβύτερον, 

The Younger , and that which has The Same Age , although indeed here also he could have presented It 


TO VEMTEPOV, TO ἔχον τὴν αὑτὴν NAIKIAV , KQITOLYE κανταυθα SVVATOV εἰπεῖν 
The Dyad 
The Equal / The Unequal Unity Precedes 
The Triad 
Older 
ra Multitude/Division 
Younger The Same Age most manifest 


Dyadically , as being both of equal age and of unequal age , just as There , he distinguished between 


δυαδικῶς, τε LONALIKOV καὶ AVLONALKOV , ὥσπερ EKEL TE 

Equal and Unequal ; but There , on the one hand , having presented The Dyad previously , he passes on 

TO LOOV καὶ AVIGOV : GAA’ EIKEL LEV θεις τὴν δυαδα προτεραν, 

in this way from the division of The Unequal to The Triadic Distribution , while here , on the other hand , 
OLTWSG απο τῆς OLALPEDEWS TOD AVLOOD εἰς τῆς τριαδα KATHVTNOEV , ἐνταῦθα og 

he has taken his start from The Triad Itself ; for There , on the one hand , Unity Precedes The Multitude 


πεποιήται τὴν ἀρχὴν απο τῆς TPOGSOG ALTNG : YAP EKEL μὲν 7 EVMOIG TPONYELTO TOV πληθοὺς 
and The Whole Precedes The Parts , whereas on the other hand , in this Order of beings both the 


καὶ TO OAOV TOV μερῶν, δὲ ETL ταῦτης TNS ταξεῶς τῶν οντῶν καὶ TO 
multitude and the division into parts is the most manifest aspect , as Timaeus (35a) says , and whom 
πληθος καὶ ἡ διαῖρεσις εις TA MEP] EOTL εδκφανεξστατον, ὡς ο Τιμαϊιος φησιν, και 
Parmenides was imitating in what is said here , when he begins from The Triad , and proceeds as far as 


0 Tlappevidns ἣν ἀπομιμουῦμξνος EV TODTOLG HEV APYETAL ATO THLASOG, SE TPOELOL AYP 
The Hexad ; and since the Older and the Younger and having the Same Age are doubled 


τῆς εξαδος : καὶ YAP TO πρεσβύτερον και TO νεώτερον και EXOV TO αὑτὴν NAIKLAV διπλασιαζεται 
by being divided in relation to itself and to another. But in what way both The Triad and The Hexad are 


τεμνομξνον προς τῷ EALTM καὶ TM AAO. δὲ Οπὼς καὶ ητριαςκαὶι ἢ ξξας 
adapted to This Order , is not unclear ; for Its Triple Nature arises from Being and The Same and 


OLKELO TY TALTY TACEL, οὐκ ASNAOV : YAP TO τριφυες YEYOVOG εξ TE OVOLAG καὶ TALTOD και 
The Other ; and Its Triple Power made up of the charioteer and the horses clearly shows its kinship 
BATEPOD : καὶ TO TPLOVVALOV συμπεπλήηρωμενον EK TE τοῦ NVLOYOD καὶ TOV LNTM@V SNAOL ALTNS συγγενειαν 
to The Triad ; and from Its having an Essential-Being which is woven-together from both Even-and-Odd , 


προς τὴν TPLASA , καὶ TO EYELV τὴν OVOLAV συμπεπλεγμενὴν εξ αμφοιν αρτιοπεριττον 
shows its natural alliance to The Hexad . 
SELKVUOL αὐτῆς KATA φυσιν τὴν OLKELOTNTA προς τὴν EGada . 
So much then , on the one hand, is easy enough to understand . 
Ταῦτα οὖν μὲν pacsia καταμαθειν: 
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But on the other hand , perhaps it is suitable here , to enquire , first of all , as to what in the world This 


δ᾽ ειτισῶς EKELVO TPOONKEL EV TOVTOIG ζητησαι πρώτιστον Apa τις MOTE ODTOG 
Time can be , which he declares that This Order of Beings Participates , and from which , he excludes 
OYPOVOG EOTIV, OD φησι ταῦτην τῆν TAELV TOV OVTMV HEPTEXYELV, TS ECOLUPEL 


The First Cause Itself. For this is no small problem , but , as we said , it is difficult to indicate Its 
TO πρῶτον ALTO . yap ξεστιν Ov σμικρον τι, AAA’, ὡς AEYETAL , YAAETOV ενδειξασθαι αὐτου 
characteristic nature , and thus this is shown by the explanations of those prior to us and their disputes 


τὴν LOLOTHTA τὴν φυσιν, καὶ SE δηλουσι AL ESNYNOEIG τῶν TPO ἡμῶν και αἱ διαμαχαι 
with one another ; for on the one hand , the majority of those who have exercised themselves with these 
προς αλληλους : Yap LEV τοις πλειστοις τῶν μεμεριμνηκοτῶν ταῦτα 
aspects have decided that Plato is here referring to the manifest and familiarly-known sort of time , 
tovos npeos Tov Πλατῶνος vov παραλαμβανεσθαι ὑπο TOV εμφανη καὶ ODVEYV@GLEVOV χρονον, 
by clearly stating that coming to be is proper to those that participate of time (Par 1414) ; of whom 
σαφῶς λέγοντος TO γιγνεσθαι προσήκειν τοις LETELANYOOLV YPovov > OLG 

one must ask , what kind of honor or wonder is being shown to The One who is Superior to this sort of 


EPWTNTEOV ποῖον ETL σεμνον ἡ θαύμαστον ATOSELKVUGOAL TO EV κρεῖττον TO TODTOD TOD 
time , of which time even souls are superior , that is , the time which measures the motions of sensibles , 


YPOVOD , οὐ καὶ AL ψυχαῖι ELOL KPELTTOLG τοῦ YPOVOD μετροῦντος τας κινησεῖς TOV αἰσθητῶν 
since they are prior to bodies. Furthermore , how then, is This Time affirmed of Real Being 


QVTAL OVGAL TPO GOALATOV , ETL MWC OE OVTOG O χρονος KATAPAGKETAL TOL OVTWS OVTOG 
in the second hypothesis , as they themselves admit , even though Intellectual Being does not admit of 


κατα τηψν δευτεραν LTOVEOLV , ὡς ALTOL φασι, KOL τῆς νοερας οὐσιας οὐ προσιξμξνήης 
such time ; for he says that , That Time must be attributed at the same time to both Being and also the 


TOV τοιοῦτον YPOVOV : γὰρ AEYEL EKELVNV εἰναι αμα περι τε TOD οντος καὶ τον 
familiar sense of time ; for was and will be are parts of time , but according to Timaeus himself (380), 
1216 συνεγνώσμενον YPOVOV : YAP TO NV και TO εσται LEPTN YPOvon , dE KAT’ TO TLLALOV ALTOV , 
these aspects of time have nothing to do with Real Beings . Then there are those who look to this 


ταῦτα οὐδὲν προσήκει τοῖς οντῶς οῦυὐσι. dE τοις ἀποβλεψασι εις ταῦτην 
difficulty , and take the statement in the second hypothesis , that The One Participates of Time (Par 1526) 


τὴν δυσκολιαν, καὶ NPEGE KATA τὴν SEvTEPAV ὑποθεσιν OTL TO EV — HETEYEL YPOVOD 

to refer to The Much Celebrated Eternal Time Itself , surely , in order that it may appear that Plato , by 
μεταῴφερειν ET” TOV TOADDUVYTOV αἰῶνα TOV YPOVOV aLTOV , dN IVa δοκη τῷ Πλατῶνι 
making occult references at other times , should here also , be secretly indicating Eternity through such 
εἰρησθαι κατ᾽ επικρυψιν TA αλλα τε και απορρητῶς δηλῶται ο AL@V δια TOLdE 
mention of time ; in relation to which it will not be difficult at all to respond by contrasting it , with the 


TOD YPOVOD : προς OvG OD YAAETOV ἀπαντῶν αντιπαρατεινοντας τὴν 
words of Plato , which declare that all those that partake of time come to be and have come to be , neither 


λεξιν tov Πλατῶνος λεγοῦσαν το παν HETEXOV TO YPOVOD γιγνεσθαι καὶ γεγονεναι, μηδετερον 
of which aspects Timaeus (376) bids us to transfer to Real Being and The Eternal Genera of Beings . 


ο TOV πραγματῶν O TLLLALOG παρεκελεύσατο HETAYELV εἰς TO οντῶς OV και τὰ αἰώνια 
Then there are those who have seen fit to make ἃ division , and thus call The Primal God , Opportunity , 


δὲ Τοις εδοξε και διαιρειν, καὶ μὲν ἀαπολαλειν τον πρῶτον DEOV καῖρον, 
but The Second Divinity , Eternity, and The Third , found here they give the name of Time , so that surely 


dé τον devTEPOV QLMVOA , TOV τριτον περι ἐνταῦθα KATAAELMELV TOV YPOVOV , wa don 
The One may be preserved Beyond both Time and Eternity; to which doctrine , certain other problems 


TO EV φυλάττηται EMEKELVA YPOVOD KOL αἰῶνος: οις ATTA αλλα δυσχερη 
result that are over and above those they necessarily inherit from their predecessors . For the addition of 
σύμβαινει TOAA’ καὶ OGM τοις αναγκῆς εξ αὐτῶν προ. yap ἢ προσθηκη 
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the doctrine that the One is Opportunity/Due Measure/Proportion/Profit would not remove from them , 
TO EV ELVOLL TOV καῖρον av Ovde AbEAOLTO αὐτοὺς 

the ignorance that abounds in this time , along with the fact that Plato , as we learn in the Philebus (66a) , 

TNS AYVOLAG περι TOV τοῦτον YPOVOV , προς τῷ καὶ TOV TAATOVA ὡς μεμαθήκαμεν ev Φιληβω, 

does not attribute Opportunity and Measure to The First Cause , but rather , of That [Intellect] which 

οὐχι ἀπολιπεῖν καὶ TOV KALPOV καὶ TO HETPOV περι TO πρῶτον, ἀλλα Eketvov [νοῦ] το 

Primarily Participates of Those Ideas , even if the Pythagoreans saw fit to denominate The First Cause 

πρώτιστον τῶν HETEXOVTM@V , καὶ El τοῖς πυθογορειοιῖς ESOKEL AMOKAAELV TO πρῶτον 

of all as Opportunity for some reason at one time. For even if one were to assent to this , it would be 

παντῶν KOLPOV δι’ NVTLVA CUITIAV ποτε: YAP KALEL τις MPOOEITO τοῦτο, 

unreasonable to link together Time and Opportunity , and especially if one were to place Eternity 

ἀμήχανον OVYKAWVELV TOV YPOVOV και TOV KALPOV TE καὶ αλλῶς τιθεμενοὺς TOV αἰῶνα 

between the both of them , and still to maintain that the One does not partake of Time because It is 

κατα τοὺς μεσον ALPOTEPOV , καὶ AEYELV TOEV μη μξτεχξιν YPOVOD διοτι ἔστι 

also Opportunity . But this would be more appropriate to maintain about That which is Eternal , and it can 
και : δὲ τοῦτο ἢν μαλλον λεγειν περι TOD QLMVLOD, KAL 

be truly maintained about Eternity Itself , whereas in the case of The One , one must say that It is neither 
αληθως περι του ALWVOG , δε περι τοῦ ενος οτι οὐκ 

Eternity nor Eternal . Then there are those who maintain that it is neither Eternity that is being referred , 

αιῶν οὐδὲ αἰώνιον. OE Τοις ASYELV οὔτε TOV ALOVA φερομένοις, 

nor this time that is familiar to everyone , but seek to establish some intermediate nature , believing that 

1217 οὔτε ἐπι τοῦτον TOV YPOVOV συνεγνώσμενον, δὲ αναζητησασιν τινα μεταξὺ φυσιν, εδοξξε 

the time being alluded to here , is the cause of the intellectual order , whatever that may be ; 

TOV XYPOVOV TOV TAPAdESOLEVOV EVTADLOA , ELVAL TO αἴτιον της VOEPAG τῆς TACEMS , O TL ποτ᾽ EOTL, 

so that on the one hand , the older indicates superiority of essence , while on the other hand , the younger 


και μὲν TO TPEGPLTEPOV δηλοῦν τὴν ὑπεροχὴν KAT’ OLOLAV , δὲ TO νεώτερον 
indicates subordination , then that which is established at the same co-ordination is indicated by having 
τὴν ὑφεσιν, OE TO ιδρυμξνον ETL τῆς ομοιας συστοιχιας δια τοῦ ἔχοντος 


the same age . But not even these men make quite clear what is The Cause of this order , nor yet how 


τὴν αὑτὴν NALKLAV : αλλ’ οὔτε οὔτοι ποιουμενος SLAGAHOVOL TL TO αἴτιον τῆς TALTNG TAEEMG , οὐδὲ TH 
Plato uses the expressions come to be and have come to be (141c) about Resources that are , on the one 


o Πλατῶν χρηταῖ τοὺς Aoyous TM γιγνεσθαι καὶ TM YEYOVEVOL περι πραγματῶν μεν 
hand , Free from all generation , but on the other hand , differ merely in order . 
KAVAPEVOVTMV πασης YEVEDEDG , δὲ διφεροντῶν μονη ταξει. 

Therefore , it is better in this case also not to forget to remember the doctrine of our 


OvV ἄμεινον κανταῦθα Μήηποτε μεμνησθαι τῆς TAPASOGEMS ἡμῶν 
Leader , Syrianos , that the discourse is indeed about Divine Souls ; for These are Divinized by Eternally 


καθήηήγεμονος ,oTt ολογος δὃδη περι TOV θειῶν ψυχῶν : γὰρ αὑται EKBEOvVTAL QEL 
Participating of The Gods , thus it is to These that The Most Primal Time properly refers , not that , which 


LETEYELV TOV OEOv, δὲ ταῦταῖις ο πρώτιστος χρονος προσῆκξι ,οὐχ O 
has proceeded into the visible realm , but That which is Liberated\Unpolluted and Non-relative , 
προελθὼν εὶς TOELdAVES , CAD’ ο OMOALTOG και GQOXETOG 
according to Which , all the circuits of souls are Measured , and their dances and their circling around 
καθ’ OV πασαῖι αἱ TEPLOSOL TOV ψυχῶν HETPOLVTAL , καὶ YOPELAL καὶ AVAKDKANOELS περι 
The Intelligible. For It Originates from Above , by Imitating That Eternity which Comprehends All 
TO vorntov. yap apxetat Ανῶθεν LLMOLLEVOG TOV αἰῶνα TEPLEKTIKOV TOV TAVTOV 
and holds together all motion , whether in a psychic or vital way or however it is said to Subsist , 
καὶ ODVEXYEL MAGAV κινησιν, ELTE ψυχικὴν ELTE CHTIKNV ELTE ONMOODV AEYOLEVNV ὑφιστασθαι, 
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and It unfolds and brings it to Completion , and on the one hand, It is Itself an Intellect according to Its 
καὶ OVEALTTEL καὶ τελειοι , Ka LEV EOTLOAVTOG νοὺς KOT’ 
Essential-Being , while on the other hand , It is The Cause of Their Divine Dance and of Their Limitless 
ovolav δε αἴτιος ταῖς θειαῖς YOPELAIG KAL τῆς ATELPOD 
motion around The Intelligible , and by means of which there arises that in Them which is Older and 
κινησεῶς περι TO VONTOV , και dv ὧν QYOV TO EV TALTALG EOTL TPEOBLTEPOV και 
of The Same Age. And all these aspects are Twofold , for The Older in Them can first be seen as 
τὴν αὑτὴν NAtkiav. Kat παντὰ ταῦτα διχῶς : YAP TO πρεσβύτερον EV αὑταῖς μὲν TE 
in relation to Themselves , in so far as by Their Superior Powers They get More-Benefit from The 
προς εαῦτας, καθοσον εξαῦτωῶν ταῖς KPEITTOOLV δυναμεσι μαλλον απολαυοῦσι τῆς 
Infinity of Time and Participate of It More-Abundantly ; for They are not filled to the same degree of 
απειριας TOD YPOVOD και μετεχουσιν αὐτοῦ TAEOV : YAP OL πληροῦται TNS ομοιας 
Completeness from Those that are More-Divine according to all Their Powers , but more , 
TEAELOTHTOG απὸ TOV θειοτερῶν κατα πασας EAVTWOV δυναμεις, AAAG TAEOV 
in virtue of some , but less , in virtue of others , thus That which Partakes of more Time we call Older ; 
μεν ταῖς, EAQTTOV δὲ ταῖς, δὲ το μετεχον TAELOVOG YPOVOD φαμὲν πρεσβύτερον : 
then The Older can be seen in relation to others , inasmuch as Some of Them Accept The Whole Measure 
δὲ προς TA ἀλλα, καθοσον αἵ μὲν αὑτῶν αποδεχονται τὴν OANV μετρησιν 
of Time and The Whole Extension of It which proceeds into souls , while others are measured by 


1218 tov χρονοὺ και την πασαν EKTAOLV THV προιοῦσαν ELG TAG ψυχας, AL OE KATAMETPODVTAL 
its more particular circuits . Therefore , Those are Older , of whom Their Circuit is more Whole and 


μερικώτεραις TEPLOSOIG: ODV πρεσβυτεραι ὧν ἢ περιοδος ολικώτερα και 
is extended over more time . And surely They may also (be said to be older and at the same time) younger ; 
EKTELVOLIEVN] ETL TAEL@ YPOVOV . Kat oy και το νεώτερον 
on the one hand , by being gray-haired , as it were , Above , by extending themselves to The Whole 

μεν πολιοῦμενον οιον OVW τῷ OVVEKTELVELV EALTO προς τὴν OANV 
Power of Time , but on the other hand , being juvenile below , by enjoying Time in a more partial way . 
δύναμιν TOD YPOVoD , dE ETL VEACOV KATH AMOAQVELV TOD YPOVOD TH LEPLKMTEPOV : 
But in relation to others , (they may be said to be older and at the same time younger) , according to the 
δε ὥς προς TA AAA, κατὰ τὴν 


subordination/declination of energy ; for that which has its circulation measured by a lesser period , 
υφεσιν τῆς EVEPYELAS : YAP TO EYOV EALTOD τὴν TEPLMOPAV μετρουμξνῆν δι᾽ EAATTOVOS TEPLOSOD 
is younger than that whose circulation is measured by a more extended period . Then certainly concerning 
EOTL νεώτερον τοῦ δια πλειονος ‘ μην γε 
That which maintains The Same Age , both in relation to Itself and to others , it is not unclear how one 
To ayov τὴν αὑτην ἡλικιᾶν τὲ EAVTM και τοις αλλοις οὐκ αδηλον OTM EVL 
should relate It to Those that are Coordinate , with which they have The Same Measure of Participation 
θεώρητας τῶν πραγματῶν GLOTOLYOV , ed NV ἡ αὐτῇ LETPOV μεθεξις 
and The Same Measure of Perfection . Thus every Divine Soul , even if Its Circuit is Measured according 
και TO AUTO τῆς TEAELOTHTOG: δὲ πασα VELA ψύχη. καν αὐτῆς ἡ περιοδος μετρηται καθ’ 
to One Time , but that of the body which is dependant upon It , according to another , but It has an Equal 
ETEPOV YPOVOV, δὲ TOD σώματος EGNMEVOD EAVTNG καθ’ ετερον, GAA’ EXEL τὴν ισὴν 
Restitution to The Same Condition , and This is Always Measured by Its Own Time , while that of the 
αποκαραστασιν , δὲ αὐτῇ αξι κατὰ τον AVTNS χρονον, KAKELVO 
body is measured according to the Time proper to it ; for which reason in turn , It is of Equal Age both to 
KOTO TOV EALTOD : d10 παλιν εστιν 1LONALKOG TE 
Itself and analogously , to the body . We will not then be forced to resort to the familiar sense 
EAVTN και κατα TO ἀνάλογον EKELV@ . Οὐκ APA ἀναγκασθησομεθα KATAPEDYELV ETL TOV ODVEYV@OLEVOV 
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of time , merely because of the mention of coming to be and having come to be ; for these are also found 
χρονον δια TO τοῦτο γίγνεσθαι και YEYOVEVAL : YAP ταῦτα EOTLV και 
in The Circuits of Divine Souls ; nor in turn , will we have to identify It with Eternity , because the 

EV ταῖς περιοδοις TOV θειῶν ψυχῶν : οὐδ᾽ av καταβησομεθα επι TOV αἰῶνα δια τὴν 
second hypothesis affirms Time (of The One that Is) ; for we declare that there , According to Every 
SELTEPAV ὑποθεσιν καταφασκοῦσιν TOV YPOVOV : YAP φαμεν — EKEL κατα TO πάσαν 
Order of The Procession of Being , has been transmitted from Above ; from The Intelligible Monads 


εξης τὴν προοδον τοῦ οντος παραδεδοσθαι ανῶθεν απο τῶν νοητῶν LOVAS@V 
through The Intellectual and Super-Kosmic and En-Kosmic Orders down to an encounter with Divinized 


δια TOV νοερῶν καὶ ὑπερκοσμιῶν καὶ EYKOOHLOV TACEMV ETL καταντησασαν τὴν ἐεκθεουμενὴν 
Incorporeal Essential-Being . We are certainly indeed following here the doctrine of Plato , who both 
ασωματῶν OvOlaV μην γε Επομεθα to Πλατῶνι καὶ 
declared in the Timaeus (366) that Time is The Measure for all that have a transitive life , and that Soul is 
ATOPHVALEVO EV Τιμαιῶ TOV YPOVOV μετρον πασι μεταβατικηῆς CONS, καὶ THY ψυχὴν 
The Source of ἃ Divine Life and of Mindful Living for The Whole of Time ; and who has also declared 


τὴν ἀαρξασθαι θειας Cans καὶ εμφρονες βιοὺ προς TOV σύμπαντα YPOVOV : καὶ λξγοντι 
in the Phaedrus (2476) that the soul itself beholds Being , (through Time) , because it perceives ina 


1219 ev ta Darspa@ avtns καθοραν to ov διοτι ορῶσι 
temporal way , but not in an Eternal way . And so , there will be no need for us to understand the 


χρονικῶς, αλλ’ οὐκ al@vIa@G. Και οὐδὲν δεησομεθα ακοῦξιν το 
older and the younger and of the same age as referring to the order of being and to the difference between 
πρεσβύτερον καὶ νεώτερον και τὴν αὑτὴν NAIKLOV αγον ENLTAEEWSG KO τῆς διαφορας KATA 
The Cause and the caused , nor will we need to enquire into what is The Cause of That Order , but 
TO αἴτιον καὶ QITLATOV , οὐδε ζητειν τι το αἴτιον τῆς εκεινῆς TACEWS , αλλ᾽ 
we can take such expressions in their natural sense as referring to The Measures of Time , such as 


παραλαμβανομεν TH τοιαῦτα αὐτοφυῶς Ell τῶν μετρῶν YPOVIK@V τὲ 
the greater and the less and those that are of the same coordination as others . 


TOV HELCOVOV καὶ EAAATTOVOV και τῶν ομοστοιχῶν AAAOIG . 


Parmenides : Because on the one hand, if It has The Same Age as Itself or as anything else, 
140e Ott LEV ποὺ εχον τὴν ALTHV NALKIAV ἡ ALTA, N AAA 
It will Participate of Equality and of Likeness of Time , which we said , 


μεθεξει LOOTNTOG καὶ OMOLOTNTOS YPOVOD , ὧν EAEYOLLEV 
that The One , does not Participate either in Likeness or Equality . 


τῷ EVI OD HETELVaAL ODO’ OLOLOTNTOG οὔτε LOOTNTOG . 
Aristoteles : Yes , we said that .(ovv yap sAsyouev .) 


Just as in the case of the other sets of antitheses before this , he first demonstrated that 


Ὥσπερ KOLETL τῶν AAAwWV αντιθεσεῶν εμπροσθεν πρῶτον εδειξεν OTL 
The One was not Like , then that It was not Unlike , and in turn that It was not Equal , then that It was 


TO EV OLY OLOLOV , ELTA οὐκ QVOLOLOV , καὶ TAALV OTL OVDK LOOV, ELT OTL 
not Unequal , so also in the case of these problems he first shows that The One is not of the same age , 


οὐκ QVLOOV , OLTM καὶ ETL TOV TOLTOV προβληματῶν πρῶτον SELKVLOLV OTL TO EV οὐκ LONALKOV , 
and then in this way that It is neither Older nor Younger than either Itself nor another . For The One 


610’ OLTMS OTL OVTE πρεσβύτερον OLTE νεώτερον οὔτε EAVTOD OLTE ἀλλοῦ... γὰρ TO EV 
must also be shown to be Beyond The Whole Divine Soul which is Prior to all other souls , even as 


Agi καὶ δειχθηναι επεκεινα τῆς TAOS θειας ψυχῆς TPO τῶν AAAWV WOYOV, WC 
it has been shown to be Prior to The Real Beings and The Cause of All of Them ; and for this reason 


δεδεικται προ τῶν οντῶς οντῶν και ALTLOV παντῶν : καὶ δια τοῦτο 
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we should not demand that It Encompass The Causes of All , and that for this reason It should be a 
OD ANALTNTEOV AUTO TEPLEYELV τας CLITIAG TOV παντῶν, καὶ 414 TOLTO ειναι 
Multiplicity ; for every Cause is The Cause of a Singular Characteristic , such as The Living-Being Itself 
πλῆθος : YAP παν αἴτιον EOTL αἴτιον τινος μιᾶς  10L0TNHTOG , οἷον το GavTOCMOV 
is only The Cause of living beings , and in the same way for each of The Intelligible Causes . Therefore , 
ειναι HOVOV αἴτιον TOD ζώοις, και ὡσαυτῶς EKMOTOV τῶν νοητῶν. οῦν 
The One is also The Cause of The Unities and of The Unity in All, and All are derived from That Source , 
το EV EOTL Και αἴτιον εναδὼῶν KOL ενῶσεος τοις πασι, καὶ παντα δκειθεν., 
by being either Unities Themselves or being derived from some Unities ; for if being Unified , it is clear 
ὡς OVTA ἢ EVOQLOEG y εκ τινῶν EVAOOV : YAP ει ηἠνῶμξνον, EoTL δηλον 
that it consists of certain Units ; but if on the one hand , these are Unities , then the conclusion is clear ; 
ως εκ τινῶν ᾿: δὲ ει μὲν ταῦτα  EVOOEG το συμβαῖνον δηλον: 
But if on the other hand , the unities themselves are being unified , then in turn one must go back to those 
ει δὲ ηνῶμενα, παλιν μεταβατεον εις τὰ 
from which they are derived , and so one must either be involved in an infinite regress , or come to rest 
εξ ὧν EOTL . καὶ nH En’ QNELPOV TN KATAANKTEOV 
with some Unities , from which that which is Unified , is derived as elemental . From which one may 
ElG τινας εναδας, = EF MV EKELTONVM@MEVOV EOTIV ὡς OTOLYEIMV. Ad’ ὧν αν 
also grasp that all entities are either Unities or Numbers ; for that which is not a Unity , but is unified , 
καὶ λαβοις OTL παντα TA πραγματα εἰσιν ἡ EVASEG ἡ αριθμοι : yap το ον μὴ ενας, GAA’ ἤνώμενον, 
if indeed It is derived from Some Limited Number of Unities , is a Number , and this would be a Primary 
1220 evmep εστιν EK τινῶν TETEPAOLEVOV EVAOOV , EOTL APLOLOG , καὶ OVTOG AV EIN πρῶτος 
Number by deriving Its Subsistence from Indivisibles ; for each Unity is Indivisible ; but The Number 
αριθμος οὕποστας εξ αδιαιρετῶν : YAP EKAOTH ξδνας αδιαιῖρξετος : δὲ ο ἀριθμος 
of Beings is also made up of Beings , but not from Indivisibles , so that if , on the one hand, there is a 
τῶν οντῶν και εξ οντῶν, OLK εξξ αδιαιρετῶν : MOTE δι LIEV 
Certain Cause of Beings , it is reasonable that It is not The Cause of all Beings , but if on the other hand , 
TL αἴτιον τῶν OVTOV , ELKOTOG EOTLV OD αιτιον παντῶν : δι δὲ 
there is a Certain Cause of The Unities from which All entities are derived , then it is reasonable that It 
τι τῶν EVAO@V εξ ὧν τα παντὰ F ELKOTOG 
should be The Cause of all ; for nothing exists which is not either a Unity or composed of Unities . 
αἴτιον παντῶν : YAP οὐδὲν EOTIV OEOTIVUN ἢ EvaS ἢ εξ εναδῶν. 
Accordingly then , one should not say that The Causes of All are in The One , but even without saying 
apa det Οὐκ λεγειν QUTLAG παντῶν ElVAL εν TMEVL, SE εἰ UN AEYOVTAG 
this, one must not be led to think that The One is The Cause of Some by being The Cause of The Unities , 
τοῦτο, ἡγεισθαι το EV αἴτιον τινῶν WS αἴτιον των EVALOOV , 
seeing that All derive their Subsistence from These . Since then , It is also The Cause of The Divine Soul , 
ElMEP παντὰα LOEOTIKEV εκ TOLTOV . Επειδη τοινὺν EOTLV και αἴτιον της θειας ψυχης, 
then inasmuch as This derives Its The Underlying Reality , as well as all beings , from The Unities , it is 
καθοσον TALTH EOTIVH υποστασις καὶ πᾶσι τοις οῦὐσιν εξ εναδῶν, 
reasonable that It should be demonstrated to also be Beyond This ; for Divine Souls also , inasmuch as 
ELKOTM@G αὐτο sel δειχθηναι καὶ ETEKELVA ταῦτης : yap αἵ θεαι ψυχαι και, καθοσον 
They are on the one hand, Intellectual , have Intellect as Their Causal Source , but on the other hand , 
E101 LEV VOEPAL , EXOLOAV νοῦν αἴτιον : δε 
inasmuch as They are Essential-Beings , They are derived from Being , and furthermore , inasmuch as 
καθοσον οὐσιαι, TO OV, δὲ καθοσον 
They are Uniform , They are derived from The One , by deriving Their Underlying Reality from That 
EVOELOELG toev, λαβουσαι τὴν ὑυποστασιν an’ 
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Source , but inasmuch as Each of Them is a Multiplicity of Certain Unities ; on the one hand , They have 


EKELVOD , ῃ EKAOTH ἔστι πλῆθος τινῶν EVadOV , LEV καὶ 
These Unities as Elements , but on the other hand , Each One also has a One that Unifies Its Multiplicity , 


TOLUTOV WC OTOLYELOV : δε εκαστη KOLEXYEL EV eviGov το πληθος, 
and for which reason , Each is what It is , as a Whole , and not as a disorganized multiplicity . Therefore , 
και διο EKQOTYH Οτιεστιν OAOV , KALOLXY ασύυντακτον πλῆθος. δ᾽ οὐν 
that The One is Beyond These also , is being demonstrated by the propositions above ; from which indeed 


OTL TO EV EMEKELVA TOLTOV και, αποδεικνυταῖι δια TOV TPOKELLEVOV EMOSOV : oD γε 
all the demonstrations from Equality and Inequality and from Likeness and Unlikeness certainly proceed , 


πασαι αποδειξεις EK TE LOOT TOG [καὶ AVIGOTNTOG] καὶ EK TOD OLLOLOD καὶ AVOLOLOD μὴν TPOLOVOT , 
because of which in turn , those equal in age and of the same age , and their opposites are said to be 

διοτι Παλιν τοισήλικον καὶ ομήηλικον καὶ τὰ αντικειμενα δλξγεται 
derived from The Causes of The Divine Soul , both Those that are Generative and Those that Proximately 


ATO τῶν αἰτιῶν της θειας ψυχῃς TE αὑτῶν TOV γεννητικῶν καὶ τῶν προσεχῶς 
Divinize , through which as Means they also depend upon The Primal Gods and Participate of The One 
ExOEOTIKOV , δι ὧν μεσῶν KOLEENPTNVTAL TOV TPMTLOTOV θεῶν KO μετεχοῦσι TOD EVOG 
Itself . For on the one hand , The Equal and Unequal would be The Characteristic of The EnKosmic Gods, 


αὐτοῦ. yap μὲν Το ισον καὶ ανισον αν εἴη ιδια TOV EYKOOLLOV θεῶν, 
from whom The Divine Souls are made Divine in every way ; for it is by taking on Divine Intellect , that 


Tap’? ὧν atOEeirar ψυχαι εκθεοῦται παντῶς : yap λαβοῦσαι θειον νοῦν, ὡς 
They are Divine , as we learn in the Laws (Χ 8990). But on the other hand , Divine Souls derive The 


εισιν θειαι, ὡς ἡἠκούυσαμεν Ev Νομοις . δὲ Το 
Characteristics of being Like and Unlike from The Assimilative Gods , of which Divine Souls Participate 


OLOLOV καὶ AVOLLOLOV EK TOV AOOLOLWTIKOV, WVTEP αἱ ψυχαῖι METEXOLOL 
Primarily ; for These are The Primal Images of Beings , such as souls being images , derive their Sub- 
πρώτως : YAP ALTAL ELOLV πρῶται ELKOVEG TOV OVTOV , οἷον ψυχαι OVAL ELKOVEG υφεσ- 
-sistence in every way from These , so that it is reasonable that equality and inequality in age , and 


—TASIV παντῶς ATO TOLTOV , ὥστε ELKOTOG TO LONALKOV καὶ AVLONALKOV , καὶ 
sameness and unlikeness in age , derive their characteristics through Equality and Likeness. Then , 
1221 ομηλικον και το avounAucov χαρακτηριζεται δια TE LOOTHTOS καὶ OMOLOTHTOG . AA’ 
in what way , on the one hand , it is demonstrated that The One is neither older nor younger than itself 


TOG μεν SEUCVDTOL TO EV ELVOL μητξ TO πρεσβύτερον μητξε νεώτερον EXALTOD 
or than another , we will consider a little later ; but on the other hand , we must now consider in what way 


ἡ τοὺ AAAOD , ξεξετασομεν μικρον DOTEPOV : δὲ : νὺν σκεπτεον OTWG 
It is not of Equal age to Itself or to another . Surely then , The One, he says , neither partakes of the equal 


οτι οὐκ ισηλῖκον EQLT® ἢ AAAW . én Το δν φησιν, ODTE HETEXYEL TE TOD LOOD 
and the like , in relation to Itself nor in relation to another ; for both propositions have been proven . Since 


καὶ τοῦ OMOLOD προς EALTOOLTE προς αλλο. , γὰρ αμφοτερα δεδεικται : δὲ 
everything that is of like age , whether it is such in relation to itself or to another , partakes of both 


παν το LONALKOV , ELTE NV τοιοῦτον προς EAVTOD ELTE προς αλλο, μεξτξχξι TE τοῦ 
Equality and Likeness in relation to that with which it is also of like age . Therefore , The One must be 


LOOD καὶ τοῦ OMOLOD προς O εστινκαιισηλικον: οὔν το εν φα- 
said to be neither of like age with Itself nor with any another of all those that exist ; for both aspects are 


—TEOV OLTE ισηλικον EQUTM OLTE τινι αλλω TOV TAVTOV : YAP αμφοιν 
required for those that are of the same age , that is , both Equality and Likeness ; for those which have an 
δει εις τὴν TALTOTHTA καθ᾽ NAIKLAV καὶ TOD τσοὺ KML TOD OLLOLOD : γὰρ TO EXT] TE 
equal span of time , if they are not of like nature , would not be said to be of the same age . Thus , 
TOD LOOL YPOVOD , El UN καιομοιῶς, AV οὐκ AEYOLTO GYELV τὴν αὑτὴν ἡλίῖκιαν. OvKODV 
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aman of thirty years is not of equal age to a palm tree of thirty years ; for there is nothing to prevent the 


AVOPONOG TPLAKOVTOLTNG EOTL οὐδε LONALKOG HOLVIKL TPLAKOVTOUTY : YAP οὐδὲν KMALEL TOV 
tree from already being old , while the man is still young , because the whole span of life is not the same 


μεν Non δξιναι πρεσβύτην, τον dE νεώτερον, διοτι ο σύμπας βιος μῆηδε ο avtos 
for both of them. And those that are like one another , if they have not lived for an equal time , would 
αμφοιν : Καὶ τὰ OMOIA αλληλοις. , δι ειη μη βεβιώκοτα τον ισον χρονον, αν 


also not be of the same age ; for it is clear that an old man is indeed like an old horse , 
καὶ οὐκ ἔχοι THY αὐτὴν ἡλικιαν : γὰρ SNAOV ott πρεβύτης AVOP@TOG EOTLV ομοιος πρεσβύτῃ INTO , 
but they are not of the same age ; for presumably , equality of time does not produce sameness of age . 
αλλ’ οὐκ ισηλιξ :γαρ οἴμαι η΄ισοτῆς YPOVOD OD TOLEL της TALTOTHTA ἡλικιας. 
Accordingly then , one must take both together , both the like and the equal , for something to be of the 
apa OvAANATEOV ALMOTEPA TE TO ομοιον καὶ TO 1GOV, εἰς Kad’ TO 
same age ; and by means of which one thing is said to be of equal age , but another of like age , the one as 
ταῦτον NALKLAV : καὶ διο το μὲν ονομαζεται LONALKOV, TO δὲ ομήλικον, το μὲν 
ἃ result of the equality in the amount of time , the other , from the likeness in the kind of age . 
απο τῆς LGOTHTOS TO πληθος KATA TOL χρονου, TO OE ALTO τῆς OMOLOTNTOG κατα TO E150G τῆς NAIKLAG , 
So much then , on the physical level. But ona nobler level , one might still say , that The Divine Soul as 
OLT®@ KQL μὲν φυσικῶς . δὲ καλλιον αν Ετι ειποις, οτι ἢ θειὰα ψυχη 
a Whole , Proximately depends upon These Two Orders , and Through These It is Assimilated to The 
TACK προσεχῶς ξεξηρτηται ToOvT@V δυο τῶν TAEEMV , καὶ δια TOLTMV OLOLOTAL τοις 

Gods , and is Drawn up and Divinized and Partakes of The One , on the one hand, in so far as 
θεοις. καὶ ἀναγεται καὶ EKOEODTOAL καὶ μετεχει TOD EVOG , LEV OS 
It is Divinized , It needs The EnKosmic Gods which Divinize It , while on the other hand , in so far as 
EKDEODLEVN , OEOLEVN TOV εγκοσμιῶν θεῶν τῶν EKDEODVT@V ALTNHV, δὲ ως 
It is Assimilated , It has need of The Super-Kosmic Gods , whom we have also stated to be The First to 
δικαζομενη. τῶν ὑπερκοσμιῶν οὺς καὶ βλεγομὲν πρώτους 
Assimilate everything/everyone to The Real Beings . Therefore , from There both Equality and Likeness 
αφομοιοῦν παντα ODLOLV .  ODV Εκειθεν και ἡ ισοτῆς καὶ ἡ ομοιοτῆς 
Proceed forth to those which have the same age ; for both These Orders generate Time , 
1222 εφηκει τοις AYOLOL την αὑτὴν NALKIAV : YAP καὶ ἀμφοτεραῖι ALL TAEELG γεννῶσιν TOV YPOVOV , 
on the one hand , by being The First to Illuminate those in this Kosmos which partake in Time , 

μεν ὡς Al TPOTAL ελλαμποῦυσαι τοῖς EV TOLOE τῶ KOOHM HETEXYOVOLV YPOVOD , 
but on the other hand , inasmuch as those that Participate of Time are the first images , or rather , 

δε ὡς τῶν μετεχομενῶν ὕπο TOD YPOVOD οὐσῶν πρῶτῶν εικονῶν, δε μαλλον 

inasmuch as Time is The First Image , as it is also stated by Timaeus (376) ; for prior to those that are 
ὡς TOD YPOVOD οντος πρώτης Elkovoc , καθαπερ καὶ φησι O Τιμαῖος : yap προ τῶν 
Measured by Time , Time Itself is The Image of Eternity , as that man says . 
καταμετρουμενῶν LTO TOV YPOVOD , O YPOVOG AVTOG EOTLV ELKWV TOL ALOVOG , ὡς Eketvos φησι. 


Parmenides : And we also said , that It surely does not Participate of Unlikeness nor Inequality . 
καὶ EASYOLEV καὶ μὴν και OTL τοῦτο οὐ LETEXEL AVOMOLOTNTOG TE καὶ ανισοτητος. 
Aristoteles : By all means . (πανὺ μὲν ovv .) 
Parmenides : How then , Being Established of Such a Nature , can It be either older 
141 πῶς οὖν OV ἔσται TE τινος OLOV ειναι ἡ πρεσβύτερον 
or younger or of The Same Age as such things that are ? 
ἢ VEWTEPOV ἡ τὴν αὐτὴν NALKLAV TH τοιοῦτον EXELV 5 
Aristoteles : In no way , whatsoever ! (ovdapac .) 
Parmenides : Accordingly , The One , could indeed not be younger nor older 


2 


op TO EV ἂν YE οὐκ εῖη νεώτερον οὐδὲ πρεσβύτερον 
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nor be of The Same age as Itself nor as anything else . 


οὐδε EXYOV τὴν αὑτην NALKLAV αὑτῷ OVTE αλλω. 
Aristoteles : It does not appear to be . 


οὐ φαινεται. 


The remaining problems are indicated through these subjects ; that The Primal Cause is neither 
To λοιπὰ προβληματα ATOSELKVLTAL δια TOVTOV TOV ρηματῶν WC TO πρῶτον EOTL OVTE 
older nor younger than Itself nor than any another . But the proof is derived from the opposites 
πρεσβύτερον OVTE νεώτερον EAVTOV οὔτε τινος AAAOD : δε ἡ ANOSELELG ATO TOV AVTIKELLEVOV 
of those that have gone before , I mean Unlikeness and Inequality , and is produced in some manner as 
τοις TPOELPNHEVOIG , AEYW της AVOMOLOTNTOG καὶ τῆς AVLIGOTNTOG , προαγομενῆ τινα τροπον 
the following . The One is neither Unequal nor Unlike than Itself or another , which surely has been 
TOLOVOE ᾿: TO EV EOTLV OUTE AVLOOV οὔτε AVOLOLOV EALT@ NAAAM@, a δὴ προ- 
demonstrated previously ; since everything that is older than either itself or another is unequal according 
παποπδεδεικται MPOTEPOV :S5E παν TO πρεσβύτερον ELITE EALTH ELITE AAAOD EOTL AVLOOV KATA 
to Time and is unlike that to which it may be younger or older . Accordingly then , The One is neither 


χρονον και AVOLLOLOV EKELVW OD AV ἡ νεώτερον ἡ πρεσβύτερον : APA TO ἕν οὔτε 
younger nor older than either Itself or another . For on the one hand , That which does not partake of 
νεώτερον οὔτε TPEGPHLTEPOV οὔτε EALTOD οὔτε ἀλλοῦ : YAP HEV TO UN μξτεχον 


Inequality and Unlikeness according to Time , is not prevented from being Unequal and Unlike 


AVLIGOTITOG καὶ AVOLOLOTHTPOG τῆς KATAYPOVOV ELVOAL OD KMAVETAL ανισον καὶ AVOLLOLOV 
in some other way . Then it is not the case , that Inequality and Unlikeness according to Time are present 


Kad’ ετερον τροπον: OvKkovv 1] ανισοτῆς και AVOLOLOTNS KATA YPOVOV EOTLV 
in Those that are Eternal , But on the other hand, there is nevertheless another way , not according to 
εν τοις AIWVLOIG δε EOTL ομὼς αλλῶς και OD κατα 
Time , in Those that are present in Their Multiplicities and in Their Powers ; thus it is clear that , That 
χρονον EV τοις αὐτῶν πληθεσιν καὶ EV ταῖς δυναμεξσι : SE δηλον το 


which is in no way receptive of The Unequal and The Unlike , would neither partake in Inequality or 
μηδαμῶς SEKTIKOV TOD AVLOOD καὶ TOD AVOLOLOD , αν οὐδ’ μετεχοι ὡς TNS AVLOOTNTOS και 
Unlikeness according to Time . Accordingly then , far more so is The One Transcendent over The Divine 


QVOLOLOTHTOG KATA YPOVOV . apa TIoAA@® μαλλον TO EV εξηρηται τῆς θειας 
Essential-Being which Energizes according to Time , surely then , by as much as It Excels even Those 


1223 ovotac EVEPYOLONG κατὰ YPOVOV , én οσῶ Ὀπερχει καὶ τῶν 
Causes which are Perfective of Essential-Being Herself ; for surely it is to make this clear to us that he 


αἰτιῶν τῶν TEAELMTIKMV αὐτῆς > YAP δη τοῦτο ἐνδεικνύμενος ἡμῖν καὶ αὐτος 
has added the phrase “being of such a nature” ; for how could That which is Beyond both Likeness and 


προσεθῆκε ον το τοιοῦτον : YAP TAG AV TO EMEKELVO ομοιοτῆτος καὶ 
Unlikeness Partake of those which partake of Likeness and Unlikeness ? And how could That which 


AVOHOLOTHTOG HETEXOL TOV μετεχοντῶν OLOLOTNTOG καὶ ἀανομοιοτητος ; καὶ πῶς αν TO 
Transcends Equality and Inequality be ranked along with those that partake in a more partial manner 


ECNPNMEVOV LOOTNTOG καὶ AVIGOTNTOG GVVTATTOITO τοῖς μετειληφοσι μερικῶς 
of these ? For that which is unequal and equal according to time does not participate of The Whole 


τουτῶν ; YAP το ἄνισον καιισὸν κατα χρονον OD μετεσχξ τῆς πάσης 
Power of The Unequal and Equal . Surely then , after bringing to a conclusion these last two problems 


SLOVALEWS TOD ανισοὺ TE καὶ τσοὺ. δη οὖν Συμπεραναμενος ταῦτα Ta λοιπὰ δυο TPOPANLATA , 
as well , that The One is neither older nor younger , he produces a common conclusion for This 


και, TO TO EV ELVAL INTE πρεσβύτερον LINTE νεώτερον, EMMYEL KOLVOV συμπερᾶάσμα τῆς ταῦτης 
Triad , that accordingly , The One is neither older nor younger than Itself nor another , nor 


τριαδος: ὡς ἀρὰ TO EV EOTIV OVTE πρεσβυτερονοῦτε νεώτερον OVO EM~LTOD οὔτε ἀλλοῦ οὔτε 
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has the same age , thus bringing together the whole multiplicity under One Common Cause ; and so 


EXOV τὴν ALTNV NALKLAV , καὶ συναιρῶν TO OAOV πλῆθος εἰς WLAV κοινὴν αρχῆν : Kat δὲ 
by adding the phrase , “neither as itself nor as another” , he has also conveyed to us the division into Six 


TPOGVEIG TO , οὔθ’ EaLT@ OLTE GAAM , καὶ TAPASESMKEV ἡμῖν τὴν SLALPEGLV εἰς εξ 
and has shown us the way of ascent through The Triad to The Divine Dyad ; thus conveying to us through 
καὶ dednA@Ke τῆς avodov δια τὴν TPLASOG ETL τὴν δυαδα : δὲ παραδοὺς ἡμιν δια 


The Dyad All The Divine Orders , he has revealed here through The Triad The Manifestation of The 
dvad0G πασας τας θειας τας ταξεις πεποιήηται ἐνταῦθα δια τριαδος THVEKOAOIV τῆς 
Divine Soul , and we have said by what reason . So then , that we may again behold This Subsisting 
θειας woYNS, καὶ εἴπομεν OV ἣν αἴτιαν.. ovv Iv καὶ παλιν θεωρησῶμεν TALTHV ὑυφεστῶσαν 
according to The Dyad , he has added in the conclusion the phrase “neither as itself nor as another.” 
δυαδικῶς , προσεθῆκεν EV τῶ συμπεράσματι το οὔθ EAvTW OLTE αλλω. 


Parmenides: Take notice then , nor can it be possible for The One to exist in Τίπιθ, at all , 
141 ap’ ODV οὐδὲ av δυναιτ᾽ TO EV ELVALL EV YPOV® TO TAPATAV 
if It should be of such a Nature ? Since then , should Something exist in Time , 

El én τοιοῦτον ; EV ῃ τί EV YPOVO 

must It not Necessarily , always be growing older than Itself . 

ἢ ALTO οὐκ ἀναγκῇ αδι γίγνεσθαι πρεσβύτερον αὑτοῦ ; 

Aristoteles : Necessarily ! (avayxn .) 


After The Triad which he has primarily beheld in connection with The Divine Soul , 


Meta τὴν τριαδα πρώτως θεωρουμδνὴν ET τῆς θειας ψυχης 
he also wishes to deny of The One all Temporal Participation. Therefore , the proof is such as this . 
Ka εθελει ATOONOAL TOD EVOG πασαν χρονικὴν μεθεξιν. ουν ἡ αποδειξις Εστιν TOLALTY : 


The One is neither older nor younger than , nor of equal age with Itself , just as it has been shown ; 


TO EV EOTLV OLTE TPEGBUTEPOV OVTE νεώτερον οὔτε LONALKOV εαῦτου, ὥσπερ  OSEDELKTAL: 
but everything which participates of Time is at the same time older and younger and of the same age as 


δὲ TO πᾶν μξτεχον χρονοῦ στιν AUG πρεσβύτερον και νεώτερον και LONALKOV 
itself . Accordingly then , The One does not participate of Time . And how could It participate of any 
1224 cavtov: apa TO EV OD HETEYEL  YPOVOD.KAL TMG ἂν PETEXOL τινῶν 


particular periodic measurements of time , since It Transcends The Whole of Time and Eternity Itself ? 
μερικῶν TEPLOSLKM@V HETPNGEOV AT’ αὑτοῦ yap sENPNLEVOV τοῦ ολοῦ YPOVOD καὶ TOV ALWVOG αὑτοῦ ; 
And this is also worthy of investigation ; that he has not shown how The First Cause is Beyond Eternity , 


KQLTOL τοῦτο καὶ αξιον CNTNOENG , οὐκ δδειξεν TOG τοπρῶτον EMEKELVA αἰῶνος, 
but only Beyond Time ; for nothing prevents That which Subsists Prior to all of Time from being Eternal . 


αλλα LOVOV YPOVOD : YAP οὐδεν KMALETAL LOEDTMSG TPO TAVTOS YPOVOD ειναι αἰώνιον: 
or perhaps the argument will demonstrate this also as it proceeds , when it demonstrates that It is not even 


nH ο λογος SELYEL τοῦτο και τοτὲ προελθὼν, OTAV δειξη αὐτο unde 
dependent upon existence , and far more , when it shows that It does not even possess The Unity that is 


OAVEYOLEVOV TOD ειναι, καὶ TOAA® TAEOV , OTAV unde τοῦ EVOG τοῦ 
found along with Being ; for All Those that are Eternal Subsist in Being as well , if indeed the character 


σὺν TMEOTL: YAP παν TO αἰώνιον υφεστηκεν TM EOTLV ALLO , ειπερ 
of Eternal Being is proper to Those that are Eternal. But now, since he has made the beginning of the 


TO QELELVAL TPOONKEL τοῖς ατῶώνιοις . de Nov επειδη πεποιήηται τὴν APYN V TOV 
negations from The Many , which are surely subsequent to The Intelligibles , and since Eternity is 
ATOPAGEMV ATO TOV πολλῶν, α EOTIVON μετα TOV νοητῶν, καὶ OQL@V 
in {The Intelligible Realm} , it is reasonable on the one hand , that he should demonstrate that The One 
EV {v@} . ELKOTOG LEV δεικνυται το ὃν 
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Transcends those that partake of Time and All of Time , but on the other hand , should remain silent 

ECNPNLMEVOV τῶν μετεχοντῶν YPOVOD καὶ παντος χρονοῦ, dE σεσιγήηκε 

about Eternity and Those that are Eternal , although both are indeed Measures , the one , among Real 

TOV αἰῶνα και τὰ QLMVIA «καῖτοι ἀμφοτερον οντῶν YE μετρῶν, τὸ μὲν ὃν τοις 

Beings , the other among those that come to be. And since there are many types of Eternity and Time , 
ovol, το dE ev τοῖς YLYVOLIEVOIG : καὶ YAP OVTOV πολλῶν καὶ ALOVLOV καὶ χρονῶν, 

The First Cause is Superior to all These Measures , by reason of Its Oneness Itself being The Measure 
TO πρῶτον EOTL ὑπερ TA TAVTA ταῦτα LETPA , δι’ τὴν EVOTHTA αὑτὴν OV μετρῶν 

of All Eternities and Times , by which both The Real Beings and those that are generated are 

παντῶν και TOV CLOVOV καὶ TOV YPOVOV , TAP ὦ τοις OLOLV καὶ τοῖς YLYVOLEVOLG ὑπαρχξι 

Measured . Then if you wish , one might also say this about the present enquiry , that having shown in 

TO μετρεισθαι. de Et βουλει καὶ λεγεσθὼ τοῦτο προς τῆν προκειμενὴν ζητησιν, OTL, δειξας EV 

the preceding arguments that The One is not At-Rest , then he has already proved that It is not Eternal 


τοις EUMPOGVEV TO EVs UN EOTHS , EXEL καὶ OTL οὐκ αἰώνιον 
nor Eternity ; for Eternity also “remains in one place”, and All that is Eternal is At-Rest in The Same ; 
οὐδ’ AIOV: YAP AIMV καὶ [EVEL EVEVL ,KOL  MAV TO ALMVLOV EOTIKEV EV TO αὐτῶ: 
so now this having been proven by those arguments , it is reasonable that he does not consider it to need 
TOLDV δεδειγμένον δι᾽ EKELV@V εἰκοτῶς οὐκ ἥξιῶται 
a separate argument . But then, on the one hand , someone might say , could it not be that although 
YOPIG AOyOD . οῦν μεν τις αν φαιη Mnnote ἔστι 
the One in no way participates of Time , then on the other hand , the One itself could then be Time ; for 
TO EV ουδαμῶς LETEXYOV YPOVOD , δὲ αὐτο ἔστιν χρονος : γὰρ 


the Pythagoreans also called It Opportunity , and Orpheus calls The Most-Primal-Cause , Time . 


ot Πυθαγορειοι καὶ TPOGNYOPELOV ALTO KALPOV , καὶ Ορφεὺς ANOKAAEL TO πρώτιστον YPOVOV . 
Therefore , on the one hand, It cannot be Time , in order that The Perfection Emanating from Itself 
ODV μεν My Eottv χρονος wa N TEAELOTHS απ’ αὐτοῦ 
not only reaches down as far as souls and generally to those that are in motion ; for Those that are Eternal 
μη καθήηκῇ μέχρι ψυχῶν καὶ ολῶς τῶν κινουμενῶν > γὰρ τὰ αἰώνια 
are Superior to those who energize according to Time , and so on the one hand , Time could not be The 


ἔστι KPELTTM τῶν EVEPYODVTWV κατα YXPOVOV , KL μεν OD ἔστιν 
Substantive Cause of those that are inferior , since on the other hand , It is not The Cause of The Better . 
υποστατικον τῶν χειρονῶν, δὲ αναϊτιον τῶν κρειττονῶν. 
But It was called Opportunity by the Pythagoreans because It is The Cause of The Prosperous and of The 
δὲ EKOAELTO Kaipog παρα τοις Πυθογορειῖοις ott Eotiv αἴτιος TOD [προσφεροῦ] καὶ TOD 
Necessary ; for such is Opportunity , by Apportioning to each , its own Proper Benefit according to 
1225 δεοντος : YAP τοιοῦτος ο KALPOG VELWV EKAGTH τὴν αὐτῷ προσηκοῦσαν WHEAELAV KATA 
That which is Prosperous/Suitable/Useful ; but it has also been said before , how Opportunity , according 


το προσφορον ὃε KOLELPNTAL EUTPOGVEV οπῶὼς ο KALPOG κατα 
to Plato , is One of Those which follow after The First Cause , by the proclamations in the Philebus (66a) . 


Πλατῶνα eotiv TOV μετα τοπρῶτον EK τῶν KEKNPLYLEVOV EV Φιλεβω. 
Surely then it is called Time by Orpheus (Frag 50) according to a Certain Admirable Analogy . For 


dy SE ονομαζεται Xpovos ὑπο Opdews κατα τινα θαυμαστην αναλογιαν : yap 
by having transmitted The Mystical Generation of Those that are Un-generated , the theologian also 


παραδοὺς μύστικας γενεσεις τῶν ἀαγεννητῶν , 0 θεολογος καὶ 
Symbolically names Time as The Cause of The Manifestation into Light of Those that are Divine. For 


συμβολικῶς MVOLAGEV YPOVOV TO αἴτιον τῆς EKMAVOEWG τῶν OELwv : yap 
wherever there is Generation , there is also Time ; for whether both the Generation of sensibles is 


οπου YEVEOIG , EKELKOLYPOVOG: γὰρ Ὦ τὲ γέενεσις τῶν αἰσθητῶν EOTL 
i 
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according to En-Kosmic Time , and The Generation of Souls is according to Super-Heavenly Time , or 


κατα TOV εγκοσμῖον YPOVOV , και n TOV ψυχῶν KOTO TOV UMEPOLPAVLOV , καὶ 
The Generation of Those that are Eternal is according to The One , in any case , we have also called this 
n TOV CLLOLOV KOTa TO EV, EMELON καὶ κεκλήκαμεν ταύτην 


Generation , to conceal The Ineffable Procession of These. Therefore , just as we allowed them to call 
YEVVIOLV επικρύπτοντες τὴν ATOPPNTOV προοδον ALTOV . Ovv ὥσπερ ἀνεχομεθα αὐτῶν KAAOVVTOV 
Sleep , The Separate Unsleeping Energy of Those that are Divine , Over those for whom They have 


ὑπνον τὴν Y@PLOTHV WYPLTVOV EVEPYELAV TOV DELWV TOV 
Providential Care , and Their Unity , binding , and Their Procession , loosening , so also when they apply 


TPOVOOLLEVOV , καὶ τὴν EVMOLV δεσμον, και τὴν προοδον λύσιν, OLTM καὶ προσαγοντῶν 
the names of Time and Generation to Those Outside of Time and Generation , then one must also allow 


καὶ YPOVOV KML YEVEOLV τοις ἀχρονοις καὶ AYEVVNTOIC , OVEKTEOV 
Plato , his denial of the familiarly accepted sense of the One , in the present case . 


tov Πλατῶνος ANObAOKOVTOG TOV συνεγνῶσμενον YPOVOV TOD EVOG EV TOUTOIG . 


Parmenides : Is it not the case , that the older is indeed always older than something younger ? 
οὐκοῦν TO πρεσβύτερον YE αξι πρεσβύτερον VEWTEPOD ; 

Aristoteles : Certainly . What next ? (μην τι ἢ) 

Parmenides : That which grows older than Itself , at the same time , grows accordingly 


141b TO YLYVOHEVOV πρεσβύτερον EADTOV αμα γίγνεται apa 
younger than Itself also , if indeed It intends to have that which It grows older than . 
νεώτερον EALTOL καὶ, εἴπερ LEAAEL EYELV οτοῦ γίγνεται πρεσβύτερον. 
Aristoteles : What do you mean ? (πὼς λξγεις .) 

Parmenides: The following . (wde:) 


Through these phrases and those that follow next , on the one hand , he wishes to establish 
δια TOLT@V τεκαι TOV εξης μὲν Βούλεται κατασκευάσαι 
that everything that partakes of Time is older and of equal age with itself , and on the other hand , since 


OTL παν LETEXOV TO YPOVOD EOTL πρεσβυτερον και LONALKOV EALTM: OE 
he wishes this to be so , he necessarily begins by demonstrating that something is older than itself ; 


βούλομενος τοῦτο ALTO AVAYKALWSG TPOATOSELKVDOLV OTL τι ἐστιν πρεσβύτερον EALTOD 
but insofar as it is older than itself , it is clear that it is also younger than itself ; for it is in relation to 


δὲ ἡ ALTO πρεσβυτερον EADTOD , SNAOV OTL EOTLV και νεώτερον EADTOD : γὰρ προς 

itself that it is called younger and older at the same time . Now , this argument might seem to be quite a 
EAVTO καλειται νεώτερον καὶ TPEGBUTEPOV ALO . δ’ οὔτος O Aoyos av Δοξειξ Elva ἀπορο-- 
problem , one might say sophistic in a way ; for in what way is something itself , older and younger 
—TATOG, WW’ EMM σοφιστικος πῶς : YAP πῶς ἔστιν τι AVTO πρεσβύτερον καὶ νεώτερον 
than itself at the same time ? For surely , is it not the case then , that the Socrates who has become older 
EQUTOD αμα ; δῇ γε OvKovv XOKPATHS ο yeyov@s πρεσβύτερος 
than himself , is then also younger than himself ; for indeed on the one hand , being older is present 


1226 savtov , ξστι και VEWTEPOG αὑτοῦ : γε μεν TO πρεσβύτερον TAPEOTLV 
to him , while on the other hand , his youth is now gone . Thus on the one hand, some have given up on 


αὐτῷ, δὲ ἡ νεοτῆς οἴχεται. OV μεν Ενιοι δνεδῶσαν 
the argument , and have not kept from saying this ; that Plato appears to be involved in sophistry ; much 


TO λογὼ και οὐδξ ATEDYOVTO [aneyo] ELMELV τοῦτο, OTL O Πλατῶν Eolkev σοφιζομενῶ, πανὺ 
too readily transferring their own ignorance to the argument . While others in turn , by trying to stand up 


προχξιρῶς LETAYOVTEG τὴν EAVTOV AYVOLAV ENL TOV λογον : καὶ OL δὲ TELPADEVTES AVTLOYELV 
for him , have stood-up for The Truth rather too weakly ; for they say that the same thing , is younger 


προς ALTOV TPOEOTHOAY τῆς αληθειας μαλακώτερον : YAP φασιν TO αὐτὸ νεώτερον 
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and older at the same time ; on the one hand according to time in the future it is younger , for it has 

καὶ πρεσβύτερον ALA, μεν κατα τον χρονον μελλοντὰ νεώτερον, YAP 

not yet attained to that , but on the other hand , according to the past it is older , since it has already been 

OLTM TPOGELANdE EkELVOV: dE κατα TOV TapEABovta πρεσβύτερον, Non βεβιῶώκεν 

living. But this is not what it was to become younger and older than itself at the same time , but rather 
ov .AAAatTovto ovK ν γιγνεσθαι νεώτερον καὶ πρεσβύτερον EALTOD AQUA , AAAG 

to be younger than one thing , but older than another ; so that this argument is quickly revealed to us 
VEWTEPOV LIEV OAAOv , TpsoButEpO δε αλλοὺ : APA ο TOVTOD λογος ταχὺ EdaVY ἡμῖν 

as being weak. Then others in turn , have declared that everything is older and younger than itself , 


ao8evng . de Ot αναπαλιν εφασαν παν ELVAL πρεσβύτερον καὶ VEWTEPOV EALTOD , 
that which now exists being older , but that which was before younger , at any rate then , that which is 
TO νὺν OV μὲν πρεσβύτερον, O NV ELMpOOVEV dE νεώτερον, γοῦν το 


now older can be said to be older than that which was younger before . But these do not understand 
vov πρεσβυτερον λεγεσθαι πρεσβύτερον TOD OVTOG VEWTEPOLD TPOTEPOV : οὔτοι οὐδ᾽ GUVEVTEG 
in what way the statement of Plato is meant (141b) , which puts on the one hand , that which is against 

TOG ο Πλατὼν φησιν λεγεσθαι μεν TOOV προς 
that which is , but on the other hand , that which will be against that which will be , these always being 

TOOV , δὲ TO ἔσομβνον προς TO EGOLHEVOV , τῶν αξι 
relative to that which follows ; thus , it is not possible to say that , that which is now older has become 

προς TO TOOE > ον οὐ δῦύνατον φαναι TO OV νὺν πρεσβύτερον YEYOVOG 
older than that which has become younger ; for this involves mixing up the times and does not 
TOD YEYOVOTOG VEMTEPOD  : YAP τοῦτο EOTLV EMAAAATTELV τοὺς χρονοὺς καὶ μη 
preserve the rule which he himself laid down regarding all relative expressions . 
φυλάττειν KAVOVO OV αὔὕτος ELNE περι τῶν MAVTOV TPO TL. 
Therefore , we must once again turn to our Leader , and bring to bear into the middle 
ovv [lad tpenteov emt TOV NUETEPOV KAONYELOVA , καὶ ακτξον εις μεσον 

his transmission , which unfolds into light the whole preceding argument. Surely then , that which 


EKELVOD τὴν παράδοσιν αναπτοῦσαν εἰς φῶς TOV TAVTA TPOKELLEVOV AOYOV . δη το 
partakes of Time is Twofold ; the one which proceeds , as it were , in ἃ straight line , and begins from 
LETEXOV YPOVOD ἔστι ALTTOV: το μὲν OdEODV οῖον κατ᾽ ευθειαν, καὶ ἀεχομξνον απο 


one point and ends in another ; whereas the other travels round in a circle , and maintains its motion 
τινος TE και KATAANYOV εἰς AAAO : TO OE TEPLTOPEVOLEVOV κατα κύκλον, καὶ εχον τὴν κινησιν 
from the same point to the same point , and have a beginning and an end which are the same and the 


ATO του αὑτοῦ προς TOADLTO , και ἀρχῇ καιπερας ὦ ἔστι ταῦτον καὶ ἢ 
kind of motion that is unceasing , since each of the points in it , is both beginning and end, and is no 


κινησις ακαταλήκτος, EKMOTOD TMV EV αὕτη OVTOG καὶ ἀρχῆς καὶ περατος, καὶ οὐδὲν 
less a beginning than an end . Surely then , That which is Cyclically Energized partakes of Time 


NTTOV ἀρχῆς καὶ TEPATOS . én To κυκλικῶς ἐνεργοῦν μξτξχξι TOD YPOVOD 
in a Periodic Way , and since the same point is both the end and the beginning of its motion ; on the one 


TEPLOSLKMG , καὶ δπειδὴῆ το αὐτο ξεστι καὶ περας καὶ ἀρχῇ αὐτῷ τῆς κινησεῶς, μὲν 
hand , insofar as it departs from the beginning , it becomes older , whereas on the other hand , insofar as 


1227 καθοσον αφισταται της ἀρχῆς. γιγνεται πρεσβύτερον, δε καθοσον 
it arrives at the end , it becomes younger ; for as it comes to be nearer to its end , it comes to be nearer 


QUUKVELTOLL ETL TO περας, YLYVETAL νεώτερον : γὰρ YLYVOHEVOV EYYLOV TOD TEPATOG YLYVETAL EYYOTEPOV 
to its own beginning ; but that which comes to be nearer to its own beginning becomes younger ; so then , 
τῆς OLKELAG ἀρχῆς: SE TO YLYVOLEVOV EYYLTEPM τῆς OLKELAS ἀρχῆς YLYVETAL νεώτερον : APA 
that which cyclically arrives at its end becomes younger , while at the same time and by the same process 
TO κυκλικὼς αφικνουμξνον ETL TO περας YLYVETAL νεώτερον TOALTO καὶ KATA TO ALTO 
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it becomes older ; for that which draws near to its own end proceeds towards that which is older . 


γιγνομᾶνον πρεσβύτερον : YAP TO συνεγγιζον TH EALVTOVD TEPATL MPOELOLV ETL TO πρεσβύτερον. 
Therefore , on the one hand , that for which its beginning is one thing and its end another , to this also , 


OvV Lev Ω apyn αλλο καὶ TO TEPASG , TOOT καὶ 
its becoming younger is different from its becoming older ; but on the other hand , that for which its 
TO VEMTEPOV ETEPOV ἢ το TPEOPvLTEPOV , δὲ ῶ 


beginning is the same as its end, its youth is no more younger than it is older , but 

APYN ταῦτον και περας, TO VEWTEPOV EOTL οὐδὲν μαλλον νεώτερον ἡ πρεσβύτερον, LAD’ 

as Plato says , “It becomes younger and older than itself at the same time”. For on the one hand , that 

ὡς οΠλατῶν φησιν. γιγνεται νεώτερον καὶ πρεσβυτερον EALTOD OA. γὰρ LEV Το 

which is moved in a straight line does not have this characteristic , because in its case , the end and the 
κινοῦμενον κατ᾽ εὐθεῖαν ουκ EXEL , διοτι EM’ ALTOD περας καὶ 

beginning are different , whereas that which moves in ἃ circular motion has the characteristic of being 


apyn διαφερετον, δε το κατα κύκλον EXEL το 
younger than itself , by its motion coming to be in relation to the same point being both beginning and 
νεώτερον EALTOD TH τὴν κινησιν γιγνεέσθαι προς το αὐτο ὡς καὶ ἀρχήν και 
end. Accordingly then , everything that partakes of Time , if it becomes older than itself , also becomes 
ὡς περᾶας. Apa Παν το μξετεχον YPOVOD , εἰ γιγνεται πρεσβυτερον εαυτου,, καὶ γιγνεται 
younger than itself ; but that which moves in a circle , has such a character . For which reason the ancients 


νεώτερον EALTOD : δὲ TO KLVODLEVOV KUKALKOG τοιοῦτον : Οθεν οι ἀρχαῖοι 
were understandably disturbed and were afraid that this argument is in some way sophistical , by looking 
ElKoTa@s βξθορυβοῦντο και uN οὔτος O λογος εστῖν πη σοφισματώδης, BAETOVTES 
to those that move in ἃ straight line , whereas on the one hand , they should have made the distinction and 
εἰς TA κινούμενα κατ’ EvOELaY , LEV δεον διελεσθαι Kar 
considered what has the same beginning and end , but on the other hand , what has them as different , and 


θεώρησαῖι τισι TO ALTO καὶ APYN καὶ περας, δὲ τισι ETEPOV , καὶ 
that presently , the discourse is about Divine Souls , which partake of Time by maintaining The Periodic 


OTL νῦν O λογος περι τῶν DEL@V ψυχῶν, αἱ μετεχουσι YPOVOD EXOLOAL TOV TEPLOSLKOV 
Time of Their Divine Motion ; just as The Vehicles which are also dependent upon Them . This then , 
χρονον τῆς θειας KIVIOEWS , ὥσπερ TA οχηματα και τὰ εξημμενα αὑτῶν. οὔτος AAA’ 
on the one hand , is the argument of our Leader . But on the other hand , in what way it also comes about 


μεν 0 λογος ἡμῶν τοῦ καθηγεμονος. δὲ Oras και YlYVOMEVOV 
that everything that becomes older than itself at the same time also becomes younger than itself , will be 


παν TO πρεσβύτερον εαύτου αμα καὶ γιγνεται νεώτερον EMLTOD , 
explained by means of two mean terms in the second hypothesis (153) , which discovers the necessity of 


διδαξει δια τῶν δυο μεσοτητῶν ἡ δεύτερα ὑποθεσις εὐρισκοῦσα τὴν αναγκὴν 
the inseparable coexistence of these in the case of all those that partake of Time , and not only in the case 


τῆς ASLACELKTOD ὑποστασεῶς TOLTOV ETL τῶν MAVTOV HETELANXOTOV YPOVOD καὶ οὐκ μονῶς ETL 
of Those that move in a circle. But now then, let these spoken words be as they have been written 

τῶν KOVOVHEV@V KUKA@. δ᾽ Nov ovv ταῦτα ρήθεντα καθαπερ avaysypad0w 
by us , since we say that they are properly harmonized to the subject matter , and to The Periods of The 


ἡμῖν = ELMOMEV. και οικειῶς EMAPHOCOVTA τοις ὑποκειμένοις, καὶ ταῖς περιοδοις τῶν 
Divine Souls . But if we must now briefly harmonize the argument , which has a universal scope , to all 


θειῶν ψυχῶν... dé Ei nuac δει νὺν σύντομῶς εφαρμοσαι TOV λογον οντὰ καθιλικον πασι 
those which come to be older than themselves , let us pause to say , that in truth , everything that 

1228 τοις γιγνομένοις πρεσβυτεροις EALTOV , επιστησαντες ELMMPEV OTL ὡς ἀληθῶς παν TO 
becomes older than itself , while it becomes older , it also becomes younger , becoming this insofar as 
YLYVOLEVOV TPEGBUTEPOV EAVTOD , EV ὦ YLYVETAL TPEGBUTEPOV και νεώτερον, YLYVETAL τοῦτο καθο 
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it becomes older ; for that which comes to be ten years old , comes to be older than that which is nine ; 
γίγνεται πρεσβύτερον : γὰρ TOL TO YLYVOHEVOV δξεκαξτες YLYVETAL πρεσβύτερον TOD EVVAETOUG : 
but while it is becoming this , the nine-year-old is becoming younger than itself (10) , just as prior to this , 
SEEVM@ YLYVETAL τοῦτο, TO EVVOETEG YLYVETOL νεώτερον EALTOD , ὥσπερ καὶ TPO TODTOD 
the nine-year-old was also becoming older , while the eight-year-old was becoming younger than that 


TO HEV EVVOETEG καὶ EYLYVETO πρεσβύτερον, SE TO OKTMETEG EYLYVETO νεώτερον TOD 
which was then coming into existence (9) ; for in the process of generation each of the two constantly 
ποτε ylyVOLEVOD > YAP EV YEVEOEL EKATEPOV ον 


becomes different from the other and never remains the same . And if we take coming to be in this way , 
ylyvetat GAAO και GAAO καὶ οὐδεποτξ LEVEL TADTOV . Kat ει λαβοιμὲν το γιγνεσθαι ovtTa 
we shall find that everything truly comes to be older , by always being taken as being in some other state , 
EVPNDOLEV OV TO παν ὡς ἀληθῶς γιγνομενον πρεσβύτερον, δια TO AEL λάαμβανεσθαι OV AAAO , 
and just as that which becomes older , by so changing also becomes younger , as that aspect changes from 
καὶ καθαπερ to πρεσβύτερον OLTM μετατιθεμξενον καὶ TO νεώτερον, ὡς EKELVO απ’ 
one aspect to another , by the older changing itself into that which it was before . 

αλλοὺ en’ AAAO, to BpsoPutEpov μεθισταμδνον αὐτο, καθαπερ ἣν TPOTEPOV . 


Parmenides: It is in no way necessary , for one which is Different from another , 
141b OvOEV δει ETEPOV Διαφορον ξετερου 
to become Different from that which it is already Different . For on the one hand , 
γίγνεσθαι οντος doy Siadopov, αλλα μεν 
it must already be Different from that which already is Different . But on the other hand , 
δὴ OVTOG TOD 167 Elva ; δε 
It will have become Different from that which has become Different , and furthermore going 
YEYOVEVAL του YEYOVOTOG δὲ μξλλοντος 
to be Different from that which will come to be Different ; but concerning that which is 
του μελλειν δε του 
in the process of becoming Different , neither can it have become Different from it (beforehand) , 
ylyVOLEVOD οὔτε YEYOVEVAL 
nor be about to be Different from it , nor be up to this time Different from it . 
οὔτε [LEAAELV οὔτε ELVOAL TO διαφορον 
But it must simply become Different , and not “be” in any other way . 
αλλα γιγνεσθαι οὐκ Ἔειναι αλλος.. 
Aristoteles : Necessarily 50. (avaykn yap .) 


Since the one who answers has enquired how that which is the same can be 
Tov προσδιαλεγομξνοὺῦ ζητησαντος πῶς τὸ αὕτο EOTL 
at the same time both older and younger than itself , Parmenides takes-up in the pursuit of this enquiry 
AU καὶ πρεσβύτερον και νεώτερον EAUTOD , ο Παρμενιδης παραλαμβανει εις τὴν θηραν τούτου 
a certain general rule about one and all pairs of opposites , that on the one hand , they are related , but 
TIVO KOLVOV κανονα περι ATAE ἀπαντῶν TOV αντικειμενῶν, ὡς LEV TPOG TL αλλ’ 
not insofar as when they are synonyms such as , the like or equal , but of heteronyms as father and son ; 
οοχ ἢ οταν συνωῶνυμα ὡς το LOOV ἡ ομοιον, αλλ’ ετερῶώνυμα ὡς πατηρ LIOG : 
for such as these are truly different , not only in name , but in a formal way ; for synonyms 
YAP TH TA τοιαῦτα EOTLV OVTI διαφορα, OL HOVOV τοῖς ονομασι, AAA’ τοις ειδεσιν : YAP συνώνυμα 
are such as Those that are of The Same Form. These then , they call different , and what he means is 
ἔστι OOO EKELVA OLOELON . ταῦτα OLV προσαγορξυουσι ALAPOPA , καὶ O AEYEL ἐστιν 
this , that whatever is truly the case with one of a pair of opposites , such , must also be with the other , 
τοιοῦτον, ὡς ἂν ἔχοι οντῶς θατερον τῶν AVTIKELLEVOV, OLTMG καὶ ECEL TO AOITOV , 
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so that if The Real Beings or Those which exist in The Future are one , then the other must also be Those 
El TOV οντῶν ἢ τῶν μελλοντῶν θατερον, TOAOIMOV και τῶν 
that exist in The Future , whereas if those of past or those that are coming to be are one , then the other 
1229 μελλοντῶν ἢ ει τῶν γεγονοτῶν ἢ τῶν γιγνομενῶν θατερον, κακξειῖνο 
must be those that are coming to be . For if one of them were such and such , but the other were not , 
τῶν γιγνομενῶν -ογαὰρ Et το μὲν ely ; to δε μη. 
it would be clear that , that would be what it is , by virtue of its own nature , but is not as one of a pair of 
SNAOV ὡς EKELVO ἐστιν κατα μὲν τὴν αὐτοῦ vO , dE ἐστι οὐκ ὡς αντι- 
opposites ; and since that which is in any way an opposite , in that very respect in which it is said to be 
—-KELLIEVOV : KALYAP το οπῶσουν AVTIKELLEVOV , κατα τοῦτο ALTO καθοσον δλέεγεται 
an opposite , it partakes of the nature of relativity ; for it is opposed to an opposite. Such then, is 
OVTIKELMEVOV , LETEXEL TNS φύσεως TOL προς τι : YAP αντικειται AVTLKELLIEV® : τοιοῦτος HEV EOTLV 
the rule . But perhaps someone might inquire how it is that although we say that image and Model are 
οκανῶν. δ᾽ lows τις αν ζητησειξ πῶς λεγοντες εἰκονα καὶ παραδειγμα 
relative to one another , we declare that The One Is , while the other comes to be and is generated . 
προς τι τῶν » φαμεν το μὲν ειναι, το δὲ γίγνεσθαι καὶ ειναι γεννητον. 
Then one must reply that images as images do not come to be , but are something else by becoming 
δὲ Peteov ELKOV ὡς ELK@V οὐ γίγνεται, AAG TLQAAO γιγνομξνη 
that which is copied and come to be images of its own Model ; for insofar as they are images of some 
τῷ εἴκειν και γιγνεσθαι εἰκὼν EALTIG TOD TAPASELYHATOS : γὰρ καθοσον EOTL ELKMV TOD 
Real Being , it is that which it is actually called according to an image , and it is always an image , just as 
OVTOG , EXEL τοῦτο οπερ TO ELVAL ON λέγεται ELKOVIK@G ,KOLEOTIVOEL ELKOAV WG 
That Other is Always The Model ; and if the image has its existence in that which comes to be , the 
KOKELVO GEL παραδειγμα: καὶ EL TH ELKOVI EOTLV TO είναι εν τῷ γίγνεσθαι. TO 
coming to be of the image Always Subsists in Communion with The Being of The Model , and while 
γίγνεσθαι τῆς ELKOVOG αξι συνυφετήκε τῷ ELVAL TOD παραδειγματος, και 
The Always of The Model is Eternal , that of the image Subsists according to Unlimited Time . But if 
TOD GEL TO HEV QLWVLOV , τῆς δε κατ᾽ απειρον χρονον. δε Et 
we say this correctly , we will not accept those who postulate models of perishable things ; 
φαμεν ταῦτα ορθῶς, οὐκ αποδεξομεθα τοὺς ποιοῦντος παραδειγματα ETIKNPOV πραγματῶν : 
for then there would be the model of the image that has no being . If then it is not going to be the model , 
yap EOTAL το παραδειγμα τῆς ElkKOVOG οὐκ OVENS. Etde μη ἔσταιτο παραδειγμα, 
it is also clear that it was not a Cause according to Essential-Being nor according to its Very Being ; for 
τε δηλον ὡς οὐ αἴτιον κατ᾽ οὐσιαν οὐδε δν τῶ ELVAL , γὰρ 
That which is a Cause by Virtue of Its Very Being , inasmuch as It is The Same It will also naturally 
TO αἴτιον TO ElVOL n τοαῦτο τ᾽ αν  TEdDKEV 
energize as such. Therefore , there is one of two possibilities , if we are to agree that there are some 
EVEPYELV ες. ODV θατερον Τῶν δυο , ELOLYYOPNOAIWEV ElVAL ATTA 
models for those beings that at one time both come into existence and pass away , either we shall be 
TOAPASELYHATA τῶν οντῶν ποτε καὶ γιγνομενῶν καὶ ἀπολλυμβνῶν, ἢ αναγ-- 
compelled to say that they have in them some element of generation , at the time when they come to be 
πκασθησομεθα AEYELV KAKELVOLG προσειναι TL YEVEOEDS , TOTE γιγνομξνοις 
as models when their images also come to be , and are not models either before or after that time , 
παραδειγμασι OTAV αὐτῶν CLL ELKOVEG YLYVOVTAL , καὶ οὐσι μηποτε TAPASELYLAOL MPOTEPOV LLNO’LOTEPOV , 
and for this reason their being models does not pertain to them Essentially , but accidentally , 
καὶ δια τοῦτο TO ειναι παραδειγμασιν LNTE UTAPYELV ALTOIG κατ᾽ουσιαν, AAAG KATA συύμβεβηκος 
as we have said ; or that their images are also always in existence , the same ones which are borne about 
ὡς ELMOHEV , η αὑτῶν τας ELKOVAG οὐσας KO MEL ELVOL, τας καὶ ποτε οὔσας φερομδνας 
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in generation ; if indeed the rules under discussion about relative entities and generally about opposites 


EV YENEOEL: εἴπερ KAVOVEG OL MPOKELMEVOL περι προςτι τῶν καὶ OAWS TOV αντικειμενῶν 
are true . Thus on the one hand , one must take this as a corollary of the argument , but on the other hand , 


1230 εἰσιν αληθεις. μὲν λήπτεον Τοῦτο ὡς πορισμα εκ τοὺ AOYOD : δὲ 

it would certainly be in no way astonishing , if after taking into consideration the three divisions of Time , 
UNV εσται μηδὲν θαυμαστον El εἰς βλεπὼν τοὺς TPEIG χρονοὺυς, 

such as being and having come to be and being about to be ; he has also added coming to be ; for this 


δια TOD ELVAL καὶ YEYOVEVAL και μελλειν , ξεπηνεγκξ καὶ TO γίγνεσθαι : γὰρ τοῦτο 
signifies Continuance in Procession and Subsistence (Phaedo71c) , not solely its Very Being Itself , just as 


σημαῖνει τὴν παρατασιν EV TH MPOELVAL καὶ ὑυφιστασθαι, οὐκ ψιλὴν τὴν LTAPELV ALTNV , ὥσπερ 
the verb to be and being signify , and it is for this reason that he has added this verb , as being proper 
TO ELVAL καὶ TO OV , KL διο τοῦτο προσεθῆκεν OTE OLKELOV 

to those which participate of Time . But perhaps on the one hand , that which already is , also signifies 

τοις μετειλήχοσι YPOVOD . δ’ Taya Lev TO NON OV και ONUALVEL 
to him That which is seen prior to all motion in the present moment as resembling That which Is in The 
αὐτῷ TO ορῶμξνον προ πασῆς κινήσεως εν TH VOV ον εικονιζομενον το EV τῷ 
Eternal ; while on the other hand , coming to be , signifies that which is extended along Unlimited Time . 


CLUOVLO : δὲ TO YLYVOLEVOV , TO EKTELVOHEVOV τὴν AMELPLAV τὴν χρονικην. 
For on the one hand , The Eternal is Altogether The Same in both Its Partlessness and in Its Unlimited 


yop μὲν TO QIWVLOV ἔστιν παν OMOD EV TE TO ἀμερει καὶ THO απειρῶ 
Eternal Aspect , because Eternity Remains in The Same State according to Its Unlimitedness , whereas on 


TOD αἰῶνος, διοτι οαϊῶν EVEL EV ταῦτῳ [kata] τὴν απειριαν, 
the other hand , that which partakes of Time is always in the present , but it comes to be according to 


δὲ TO μὲν μετεχον χρονοὺ ξστι MEL KATA TO νῦν, dE γίγνεται κατα 
The Infinity of Time ; wherefore Time is also in one respect Partless and in another respect Infinite . 


TO ANELPOV TOD YPOVOD , διο O YPOVOG EOTLV καὶ KAT’ GAAO ἀμερες καὶ KAT’ αλλο απειρος. 


Parmenides : 141c But surely , the notion of being older is simply a Difference , 
αλλα μὴν το TPEBLTEPOV EOTL YE διαφοροτης 
with respect to the younger , and to nothing else . 
VEMTEPOD και OVSEVOG AAAOD . 
Aristoteles : So it is . (yap εστι .) 
Parmenides : Accordingly , that which is becoming older than Itself , must necessarily , 


apa TO YLYVOLEVOV πρεσβύτερον EALTOD avayKn 
at the same time , also become younger than Itself . 
αμα καὶ γιγνεσθαι νεώτερον EXAUTOD . 


Aristoteles : That is likely . (coucev .) 


From the general rule he makes the change to the present subject. For if the older is 
ATO TOD κοινοῦ KAVOVOG HETABEBNKEV ETL TO TPOKELLEVOV : γὰρ EL TO πρεσβύτερον 
one side of an antithesis , which he has just called a difference in the present passage , and since , as 


αντιθεσις » Ὥναυντος KEKANKEV διαφοροτητα εν τοῦτοις : δὲ ως 
it has been said , that if one of a pair of opposites comes to be , the remaining one must also come to be , 
εἴρηται , Et θατερον τῶν AVTLKELLEVOV YLYVETOL το AELTOV και γίγνεται, 


then the conclusion is clear ; that if something comes to be older , it also becomes younger ; for that 
TO ODVAYOHEVOV δηλον, ὡς EL YLYVOLTO πρεσβύτερον, καὶ YLYVETAL TO νεώτερον : YAP TO 
which becomes older than itself at the same time also becomes younger than itself ; for it is itself , that 


YLYVOLEVOV πρεσβύτερον EALTOD ALA και YLYVETOL νεώτερον EALTOD : γὰρ EOTLV AVTO TO 
which becomes older , so that it itself is also younger , and both relate to the same subject , just as 


OD YLYVETAL πρεσβύτερον, ὥστε ALTO καὶ TO VEWTEPOV , καὶ ALOW προς TO ALTO , καθαπερ 
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we said before . Then if someone were to say that Socrates becomes older than himself , but not 
ElMOUEV εμπροσθεν.. dE Εἰ τις καὶ AEYOL OTL O LMKPATHS γιγνεται πρεσβύτερος EADTOD , AAA’ov 
younger , we will reply that on the one hand , Socrates does become older , in the strict sense , but on the 
νεώτερος, δροῦμεν οτι μὲν οΣοωκρατης YlYVETAL πρεσυβύτερος κυριῶὼς 
other hand , Socrates himself also becomes younger than himself at the same time , and since the younger 
1231 d& οαὔτος ALTOS καὶ γιγνεται νεώτερος αὐτοῦ αμα , καὶ διοτι TO νεώτερον 
aspect in him is perpetually becoming different from moment to moment , just as the older aspect does ; 
EV ALTO QEL γιγνεται αλλο καὶ ἀλλο, καθαπερ TO TPEGBUTEPOV και: 
for by being in the process of generation they undergo perpetual inter-permutations with one another , 
yap ον ὃν το YEVEOEL συνεξαλλαττεσθαι μετ’ ἀλλήλων, 
just as we have said . But if there is also some other way in which something becomes older than itself , 


καθαπερ ειπομεν. δὲ Et εστι Kal τις ἀλλο τροπος τοῦ τιγιγνομᾶνον TpEOPUTEPOV EALTOD 
while it becomes younger than itself at the same time , it will be given to us in the second hypothesis ; 
καὶ γιγνεσθαι νεώτερον καὶι αμα , αναδιδαξει ἡμᾶς η δεύτερα ὑποθεσις: 
for on the one hand , according to The Arithmetic Mean , the same addition makes that which takes on 


yap LEV κατα THY ἀριθμητικὴν μεσοτητα ἡ αὕτη προσθεσις TOLEL το λαβον 

this additional amount of time older than itself , whereas on the other hand , according to The Geometric 
ταῦτην τὴν TPOGONKNV τοῦ χρονοῦ πρεσβύτερον EALTOD , YE κατα τὴν γεωμετρικὴν 
Mean , the same thing becomes younger by having its proportion lessened , as it will become clear 


TO ALTO νεώτερον κατα TOV λογον EAAGGOLHEVOV , ὡς εσται καταφανες 
in those discussions . 


EV EKELVOLSG 


Parmenides : But surely , neither can It also come to have more nor less Time than Itself , 
141c αλλα UNV NTE καὶ γιγνεσθαι TAELM ENT’ EAATTO YPOVOV EALTOD , 
But surely , it must flow and become and be and have become and will be , for an Equal Time 
αλλα εσεσθαι(ημι) και γιγνεσθαι καὶ ειναι καὶ YEYOVEVOL καὶ WEAAELV TOV LOOV YPOVOV 
with-Itself . (eavta .) 
Aristoteles : For this is also necessarily the case . 

YAP ταῦτα καὶ AVAYKN ODvV . 


It has been shown that , that which partakes of time - which characteristic he also wants 


Δεδεικται οτι TO μετεχον YPOVOD oO Kat BovAETAL 
to deny of The One - becomes younger and older than itself at the same time , and we have said in what 
ATOPNGAL TOD EVOG , YLYVETAL νεώτερον καὶ πρεσβύτερον αὑτοῦ AHA , καὶ ειπομὲν OTNWG 
way to sufficiently relate the present argument indeed to Those which have a Periodic Life , because 


TE IKAVOG OLKELODVTEG TO TAPOV TOV AOYOV YE προς τοις περιοδικῶς ζῶσι , διοτι 
That which Energizes in a Circular Way has The Same beginning and end for Its Period ; and on the one 


TO EVEPYOLV κυκλικῶς EXEL τὴν AVTNV ἀρχὴν και TEAELTHV τῆς TEPLOSOD : και 
hand , insofar as It comes to be nearer to Its end , It becomes older , while on the other hand , insofar as 
LIEV ὡς YLYVOLLEVOV EYYUTEPW τῆς TEAEDTIG , γιγνεται πρεσβύτερον, δὲ WS 
It comes to be more and more nearer to Its beginning , It becomes younger , and just as both Its beginning 

μαλλον καὶ μαλλον συνεγγιζον τῇ αἀρχη [νεώτερον], καιὼς [και ἢ ἀρχῇ] 
and Its end are One , so also is Its becoming older and younger than Itself The Same . And we have also 


TO TEPAC EV , OLDTO καὶ πρεσβύτερον καὶ νεώτερον EALTOD ταῦτον: καὶ 
said in what way the argument is also true in the case of all those that partake of Time perpetually , in the 


OTOSG ολογος καὶ ἀαληήθης ENL τῶν παντῶν μετεχοντῶν YPOVOD CEL , δπι 
case of both the older and the younger as they move and are in the process of generation , and in what 


και τοὺ πρεσβυτερου και τοὺ VEMTEPOD κινουμενῶν και οντῶν EV VEVEOEL , και 
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way the older appears entirely different than the younger because of the complete alteration of the relation 
TO πρεσβύτερον AVAPALVOLEVOD TAVTMG AAAOD TOV VEMTEPOD δια τὴν TAVTWS ESarAaynv αλλο 
between the younger to the older at the same time . Therefore , he now wants to draw-together what has 
προς TOL VEMTEPOD TH πρεσβυτερῶῷ AWA  . ODV δη BovAetat συναγαγεῖν τοις 
already been said , that such an entity is also of equal age to itself ; for everything that has come to be 
OLVELPNHEVOLG OTL TO TOLODTOV EOTLV και LONALKOV EALTH : YAP παν yeyove 
and is about to be and becomes , also exists for an equal time with itself ; for if Socrates is seventy years 
και HEAAEL καιγιγνεται καὶ ἐστιν TOV GOV YPOVOV ELT, YAP El LMKPATNS εστιν εβδο-- 
old , he is of the same age as himself , and if he has been thirty years old , he has come to be for an equal 
πμηκοντοῦυτης, ἔστι LONALE EALTOW , καὶ EL YEYOVE τριακοντούτης, yeyove TO σον 
extent of time as himself , and if he comes to be ten years old , similarly he comes to be for an equal 
1232 ypovov EQvTM, KALEL  YLYVETOL SEKQETNS ομοιῶς γίγνεται TOV LOOV 
extent of time as himself ; for since he comes to be in relation to himself , he possesses an equal extent 
YPOVOV EQLTM : yap γίγνομδνος προς ξαῦτον EXEL TO LOOV 
of time as himself . Thus , on the one hand, there is nothing complicated in this , but on the other hand , 
YPOVOV EALT@. ODV LIEV οὐδὲν ποικιλον Τοῦτο, αλλα 
it is also clear how it is the case in those entities which come to be according to a linear progression ; 
και SNAOV οπῶς εστιν UMAPYOV EV τοῖς YLYVOLLEVOIG κατ᾽ εὐυθειαν 
for it is possible for one thing to be and to become and to have become in a greater or lesser span of time 
YAP δῦύνατον μεν αλλον εἰναι καὶ γιγνεσθαι και γεγονδναι TAELM καὶ ελλατὼ χρονον 
than another , and inevitably also , of equal span of time to it , and is thus , neither greater nor lesser . 
αλλου TOVTMG ισον αὐτῶ, καὶ ουτεπλειὼ ουὐτεελαττω. 


Parmenides : Accordingly then , it is necessary , as is reasonable , as far as Each Reality Itself 


apa EOTLV AVAYKN , WG EOLKEV, OOM ξκαστον αὕτο 
141d that Is in Time , and which indeed Participates of such a Reality , has to be of The Same 


EOTLEV YPOVW και γε μετεχει τουτοιοῦτου, EXELV τὴν αὐτὴν 
Age as Itself , and is also , at the same time , becoming older and younger than Itself . 
NAIKLAV αὐτῷ TE καὶ αμὰ γίγνεσθαι πρεσβύτερον και νεώτερον αὐτου. 
Aristoteles : That is likely to be the case. (κινδυνεύει .) 
Parmenides : But surely , The One , cannot indeed , Participate of such affections . 

αλλα μὴν τῷ EVL οὐδὲν YE μετῆν τῶν τοιουτῶν παθηματῶν. 
Aristoteles : It cannot so Participate . (ov yap μετῆν .) 
Parmenides : So then , It does not Participate in Time , nor does It exist in any Period in Time . 

APA αὕτωῶ οὐδε μετεστιν YPOVW , οὐδ᾽ ἔστιν EV τινι YPOVO. 

Aristoteles : Truly this cannot be the case , as reason surely proves . (6n OvKODV ὡς 0 λογος γε αἴρει .) 


He brings together the present subject from these conclusions , but it was namely this ; 


συναγει TO TPOKELLEVOV Ala TOOT@V : OE NV τοῦτο 
that The One does not partake of Time nor is It in Time ; for not only must The Summit of The Divine 


OTL TOEV OD HETELANXEV YPOVOD ODdE εστιν EV YPOV : YAP μὴ μονον det τὴν AKPOTHTA θειαν 
Essential-Being be removed from It , but also The Whole of Them , for These are Those that Energize 


ODOLAV QHEAELV αὐτοῦ, αλλα τὴν πασαν αὑτῶν : YAP ταῦτα EOTL TA ἐνεργοῦντα 
in some Time , but not in Eternity , and participate of Time in some way , such as we mentioned before . 


τινι YPOVO , HAAG μη EV αιἴῶνι, καὶ μετέχοντα YPOVOD τινος, QO δλεγομὲν προτερον: 
Thus , The One , Partakes of Time in no way at all , for It is Absolutely Transcendent over Those that 


d& TOEV  LETEXELYPOVOD ODvdEVOG yap παντη εξηρηται τῶν 
Partake of Time in any way . Therefore , on the one hand , how he demonstrates that The One in no way 


μετεχοντῶν YPOVOD τινος. ODV LEV Πωὼς anodetkvvTAl OTL ~=TOEV ODdEVOG 
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Partakes of Time has been stated before , but on the other hand , let us now state his formal argument ; 
LETEYEL YPOVOD AEAEKTOAL καὶ TPOTEPOV : δε καὶ νὺν λεγεσθὼ ALTOS ο συλλογισμος: 
“The One is in no way older or younger or of equal age with Itself ; but all those that partake of Time 

TO EV EOTLV οὐδαμῶς πρεσβύτερον ἡ νεώτερον ἡ LONALKOV EGLTOD , δὲ παν TO LETEYOV YPOVOD 
are younger and older and of the same age as itself at the same time ; accordingly then , The One partakes 


ἔστιν νεώτερον καὶ TPEGPLTEPOV και ισηλῖκον EALTOD ALA , apa TO EV LETEXEL 

of Time in no way at all ” . Which conclusion he has just drawn by saying , “Accordingly then , It 

TOD χρονοὺ οὐδαμῶς: ο QVTOG καὶ συνήγαγεν ELTOV , apa αὐτῷ 

does not participate of Time”; and then still more comprehensively by saying , “nor does The One exist 
οὐδὲ μετεστιν YPOVOL: ELTA ETL TEAELOTEPOV καὶ, ουδε EOTLV 

in any period of Time” ; for It is Absolutely Transcendent over Time , and It is Established Above every 

εν τινι YPOV® : YaP παντελῶς EENPNTAL TOL YPOVOD , καὶ DTMEPLOPOTAL TMAGTS 


temporal order . But this characteristic of not Partaking of Time does not pertain to The One Alone , 


χρονικῆς tTagews . dE Tovto UN HETEXYELV TO YPOVOUD OD DTAPYEL TH EVLLOVO, 
but also to All Those Beings which do not move according to transitive motion ; for Those do not 
αλλα καὶ πασι τοις ἀκινήτοις κατα τὴν μεταβατικὴν κινησιν :YOP EKELVA οὐδὲ 
move according to Time , and even if They move while Time exists , Time does not concern Them , 


1233 κινειται κατὰ YPOVOV , καὶ EL KIVELTOL YPOVOV OVTOG , ov περι ALTA, 
but rather those that are subsequent to Them ; for by existing at a time when Time is proceeding , is not 


αλλα τὰ μετα ταῦτα : γὰρ TOELVAL TOTE οτξοχρονος ἔστιν ἣν οὐδὲ 
the same as existing in Time ; for existing in place is not the same as Being when place exists , otherwise 


τοῦτο TO ELVAL EV χρονῶ : YAP TO ELVALEV TOTM TOLEOTL TO ELVALOTETOMOGEOTIV, ἢ 

in that case All that is Immaterial would be said to be in a place , because It exists when place exists . 
OLTOG πᾶν TO ἀσώματον φησομὲᾶν ειναι EVTOT® διοτι ἔστιν TOMO OVTOG : 

Therefore , just as The Immaterial is not in a place , even though It exists when place exists , so also 


OvV ὡς TOQOMUATOV οὐκ EV TOTO, καν n OTE τοπος EOTL , οὕτως 
The One is not in Time. Then perhaps It should not even be said to be , at the time when Time exists , 


ἔστι οὐκ EV YPOVO . δὲ Μήποτε δλεκτεον διναι TOTE οτξχρονος ἔστι, 
because The One Pre-subsists That which Subsists Prior to Those that exist in Time , and the expression 


διοτι προυφεστηκεξ τοῦ προυφεστῶτος τῶν OVTOV EV YPOVO , και το 
“when” would have absolutely no place in the case of This that “Subsists” Prior to Eternity , which is 


OTE EXEL παντελῶς οὐκ YOPAV ell TODTOD υφεστῶτος TPO AIMVOG , OG ἔστι 
The Very Model of Time. For how could one use the expression “when” , in the case of That which is 


παραδειγμα TOD Ypovon . yap Πῶς αν τις TO ElMOL OTE ell TOD OVTOG 
neither in-Eternity nor in-Time , but rejects any connection with both of These ? For just as The One is 


μῆτε EV αἰῶνι UNTE EV YPOV , SE AVALVOHEVOD τὴν κοινώνιαν προς ALOM ; yap ὥς TO EV 
not in-Time , because it is not in-Motion , so also it is neither in-Eternity , because It is not at-Rest ; 
οὐκ EV YPOVO , OTL UN EV KLVIOEL, ODTWS οὐδ᾽ EV QLLOVL , OTL UN EV OTOOEL: 
for Eternity is at-Rest , as Timaeus (37d) declares . 

YAP OOLMV EVEL , ὡς ο Τιμαῖος φησιν. 


Parmenides : What then ? Does it appear that “Was” and “Has become” and “Was becoming” , 


Ti ovv; SOKEL TONV καὶ TOYEYOVE καὶ TO EYLYVETO 
signify the participation of Time (completed) at some period in The Past ? 
onuaistv μεθεξιν tov Ypovov ποτε YEYOVTOG ; 


Aristoteles : 1416 Indeed it does . (μαλα και.) 
Parmenides : What then ? Does “Will be” and “Will come to be” and “Will be coming to be” , 


τι O€ ; TO EOTAL καὶ TO γενήσεται KAL το γενηθήσεται 
not signify Time hereafter , at some period in The Future ? 
ov τοῦ EMELTA που μξελλοντος ; 
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Aristoteles : Yes . (vat.) 

Parmenides : But surely , does not “Is” and “coming to be” signify Time , now in The Present ? 
ds on OD TO EOTL καὶ TO YLYVETAL TOD νῦν παροντος; 

Aristoteles : By all means . (πανὺ μὲν ovv .) 


He has denied in order all these attributes of The One ; that of partaking of Time , 


Απεφησε ev ταξει παντὰα TOD EVOG : το HETEXELV YPOVOD , 
from being neither Older nor Younger than Itself ; that of being Older and Younger than Itself , 


απο ELVAL TOD μητε TPEGBUTEPOV μητε νεώτερον EAVTOD: TO TPEGBUTEPOV καὶ νεώτερον EMLTOD , 
from Partaking neither in Likeness nor Equality nor in Unlikeness nor Inequality ; that of Being Equal 


απο HETEYELV TOD UNTE OLOLOTNTOG UNTE ισοτῆτος LNTE AVOMOLOTNTOG UNTE AVIGOTNTOG : TO LOOV 
and Unequal and Like and Unlike , from being neither The Same nor Other ; but this , from 


και AVLOOV και OMOLOV καὶ AVOLOLOV , απο TOD ELVOAL UNTE TALTOV UNTE ETEPOV : SE τοῦτο, ATO 
being in no way neither in Motion or at Rest ; then this , from being neither In-Itself nor In-Another ; 

TOD UNSAVAS μη κινεισθαι NTE EOTAVAL : SE τοῦτο, ATO TOD ELVOL NTE EV EALTH μητε EV AAAQ: 
then this , from neither Encompassing Itself nor Being Encompassed ; and this , from that of not having 


1234 δὲ τοῦτο, απο TOD UNTE TEPLEYELV EALTO LNTE περιξεχεσθαι : SE τοῦτο, απο τοῦ μη EXELV 
parts ; and this , from that of not Being a Whole ; and this , from not being a Multiplicity ; and this , from 


μξρη : δὲ τοῦτο, EK τοῦ μὴ EVAL OAOV: δε τοῦτο, EK TOD μη Elval πλῆθος, dE τοῦτο, ATO 
not being anything else than One . Therefore , having denied all these attributes and descending as far 
TOD μη Elval TLAAAO ἢ EV. οῦν ATOONOAG Toot’ και καταντησας 
as to That which Participates of Time , which is surely The Proper State for The Multitude of The Divine 
EMl το μξτεχον TOD YPOVOD  , o on [mpoonket] τῷ TANOVEL TOV θειῶν 

Souls and The Divine Genera [Angels-Spirits-Heros.TT] , which are dependant upon Them (and since , it is 
ψυχῶν και TOV θειῶν γενῶν συνηρτημενῶν αὐταῖς (και yap 
especially to These that we declare This Division is proper) , and he first proceeds from Above to These , 


μαλιστα TOVTOIG φαμεν την TALTHV SLALPEOLV TPOONKELV) καὶ πρῶτον TPOELOL AVM@BEV εις αὑτοὺς, 
on the one hand, in ἃ Triadic Way ; into Past , Present and Future , and secondly on the other hand , 


μὲν τριαδικῶς εἰς TO παρον και παρελθον και μελλον, ETELTA 
into a Nine-fold Division , by subdividing each of these three , again into three . But Plato himself , also 


EVVEAYMG τῶν DIOSLOLPWV EKAOTOV TOLTMV τριῶν παλιν ειςτρια. ὃε αὐτος καὶι 
provided for us the starting-point of the order of these divisions elsewhere ; or is it not also the case that 
TOAPECYETO ἡμῖν αφορμας τῆς TACEMS TOV TOLT@V SLALPEDEWV EV αλλοις : ἢ OLY1 KAL 
in the Republic Socrates says (X617b) , that The Fates divide up Time , and that One (Aayeotc) sings of 
ev Πολιτεια 0 Σωκρατῆς φησι τας Μοιρας διαιϊιρεισθαι TOV YPOVOV , καὶ τὴν LEV αδειν 
the times past , then Another (KA@@q@) of the present , and Another (Ατροπος) of the future ? 

Ta TapEABovta , τὴν dE TO MOAPOVTA, τῆν OE TO μελλοντα 5 
Accordingly then , we must also take This (Triple) Division of Time to refer to Certain Triple Realities 


apa Και ἀποληπτξον TALTHV SLALPEGLV TOD YPOVOD περι τινας τριπλας ὑυποστασεις 
among The (Genera) Superior to us , from which Parmenides wishes The One to be Transcendent ; for 


TOV KPELTTOVOV ἡμῶν, ὧν οΠαρμενιδης βούλεται το Ev Elvan εξηρημενον : γὰρ 
on the one hand , The Monad of souls is United to The One Whole of Time , whereas on the other hand , 


μεν TN] μονας τῶν ψυχῶν ἡνῶται προς TO EV ολον χρονον, δὲ 
the many souls Participate of Time in ἃ secondary way. And some of these souls participate of Time 


αι πολλαι μετεχοῦυσι αὐτοῦ SELTEPMG . Ka αι μὲν 
Wholly , such as those that subsist according to the past or the present or the future , then others do so 


OAKS , οσαι κατα το TapEABov ἡ παρον ἡ μελλον, αι δὲ 
in a partial way , such as those which are Essentialized according to the differences of these modes ; for 


μερικῶς , ὥσπερ αι οὐσιῶώμεναι κατὰ τας δισφορας τοῦυύτῶν : γαρ 
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to each of The Wholes a multitude is coordinated by being divided into first and middle and last ; 
EKQOTY TOV OAWV TANVOG ODVTETAKTAL διαιρούμενον εἰς πρῶτα καὶ μεσα KO τελευταῖα : 
and since a certain multitude subsists in conjunction with that which is properly established according to 
καὶ γὰρ τι πληθος σύνεστι τῇ οἴκειον LOTAMEV κατα 
The Past , of which the summit subsists according to that which Was , but the middle , according to 
TO TapErABov , OD TO OKPOV μεν KOTO TO NV , O& TO μεσον KOTO 
that which has been , then the last , according to that which was becoming ; and that which subsists 
TO YEYOVE , OE TO TEAEDTALOV κατα TO δγιγνετο : και τῇ 
according to The Present is connected to another second multitude , of which the most-dominant one 
κατα το παρον αλλο δεῦτερον , οὐ TO κυριώτατον HEV 
is characterized by that which Is , then the middle , by that which has become , but the last , 
YAPAKTNPICETAL τῷ EOTL , SE TO LEDOV TO YEYOVE , O€ TO TEAELTALOV 
by that which is becoming ; and that which subsists according to The Future is connected to another 
TO γιγνεται : καὶ τῇ KATH τομελλον αλλο 
third multiplicity , of which the loftiest one subsists according to that which will be , but the middle , 
τριτον . Ob το υψήηλοτατον LEV τῶ ἔσται, OE TO EV HEOW 
is coordinate to that which will become , while the last is defined by that which will have become ; and 
τεταγμενον TO YEVIOETAL, SE TO TEAEDTALOV αφοριζεται τῶ γενηθήησεται : καὶ 
surely in this way These Three Triads will be proximately dependent upon These Three Wholenesses , 
1235 dN OLTM ALTPEIS TPLASEG EDOVTAL προσεχῶς EENPTNLEVAL TOV TOLVTOV τριῶν OAOTHTOV , 
but all these upon Their Own Monad . What then , are we to say of this Ὁ That the orders which are 
δε TACO ALTAL της EALT@V μοναδος. Τιοῦν Apa φαμὲν τοῦτο ; OTL αἱ ταξεις διηρη-- 
divided according to the parts of Time energize in a partial way , and not throughout The Whole of Time , 
μεναι KATO τὰ μορια TOL YPOVOD EVEPYOLOLV μεμερισμενῶς, καὶ οὐ πασαι KATA TAVTA TOV YPOVOV , 
but some only according to the past (and others only to the present , and yet others only to the future) , 
αλλ’ Ol μὲν HOVOV KATA TO παρελθον, 
and to which of these we should assign each part of time , we will not be able to say ; for how far does 
καὶ τινι TOLT@V αφοριζομεν δκαστον , ODK SCOLEV ELTELV : γὰρ τινος μεχρι NV 
the present or the past extend , and from what point does the future begin ? But perhaps it is better to say 
TO TAPOV ἡ TO παρελθον, καὶ ποθεν λοιπον TO μελλον αρξεται. AAA’ τισὼς ἀαμεινον λξγειν 
that on the one hand , all these aspects energize throughout The Whole of Time , but on the other hand , 
OTL LEV TAO OL EVEPYODOLV κατα παντα TOV YPOVOV , AN’ 
The Whole of Time contains within Itself Triple Powers ; The One , being Perfective of all motion , 
TOD OAOD YPOVOD EXOVTOG EV EALTM τριπλας δυναμεις, THV LEV TEAEOLOLPYOV TAONG κινήσεως, 
The Other , Connects and Preserves those which are under Its Rule , The Third One , Reveals Those 
τὴν δε ODVEKTIKTV καὶ φρουρητικὴν TOV LT’ αὐτοῦ PAOLAELOLEVOV , THY SE εκφαντορικὴν TOV 
that are Divine (and since by being Led round in a Circle all those that are not Eternal are Perfected and 
θειῶν (και yop περιαγῶν εις κύκλον παντατα μὴ αἰώνια τελειοι καὶ 
Connected to their Essential-Being and The Unified Unlimitedness of Eternity is revealed to them by The 
ODVEYEL τὴν OLOLAV και τὴν NVOLEVNV ATELPLAV TOLD αἰῶνος εκφαῖνει AVTOIG τῶν 
Divine Operations Themselves , by unfolding The Compact Multitude which Subsist in Eternal Natures . 
πραγματῶν αὐτῶν , ανελιττῶν TO συνηρήμξνον πληθος δν τοις αιῶσι : 
Surely then , for which reason this manifest Time , as Timaeus (37d) says , reveals to us The Measures 
én Οθεν ovtos 0 εμφανῆς χρονον, ὡς O TILALOG φησιν, EKHALVETAL ἡμῖν TA μετρα 
of The Divine Circuits and Perfects those of this realm and guards those that come to be , by their own 
TOV θειῶν TEPLOSM@V καὶ TEAELOL TO THOE καὶ φροῦυρξι γιγνομδνα τοις OLKELOLG 
proper numbers) . Surely then , as The Time which is Prior to souls has Triple Powers ; The Perfective , 
αριθμοις) : δ᾽ OLV TOD YPOVOD TOL TPO TOV ψυχῶν EXOVTOG τριττας SOVALELG , τὴν TEAEGLOLPYOV 
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The Connective , and The Revelatory/Unfolding/Evolving , by Virtue of Its Likeness to Eternity 
τὴν OLVEKTIKNVY, τὴν EKOAVTOPLKNV κατα τὴν OMOLOTHTA προς TOV ALWVA 
(and since Eternity , as we have shown elsewhere , possesses The Middle Order among The Intelligibles , 
(Kal yap ο αιἴῶν, ὡς δξδειξαμεν EVOAAOIG, δχῶν THVUEONVTAELV ὃεν τοις VONTOIC, 
on the one hand , It Perfects The Order Following after Itself , by conferring Unity upon It , whereas on 
LEV TEAELOL τὴν TAELV μεθ’ savtov χορηγῶν EVOOL AvTN , 
the other hand , It reveals That which is Prior to It , by producing Its Ineffable Union into Multiplicity , 
δὲ EKOQLVEL τήν προαῦτου προαγῶν αὑτῆς τὴν APPNTOV EVWOLV εἰς πληθος, 
and then , by connecting The Middle Bond of The Intelligibles , and by Preserving all in an Unchangeable 
δὲ OLVEXYEL τον μεσον σύνδεσμον τῶν νοητῶν, καὶ φρουρει TAVTA αἀμεταστατῶς 
Way , through Its Own Proper Power) ; surely then , so also does This Time receive These Triple Powers 
δια τῆς EALTOD SLOVALEMS) : δ᾽ OLV οχρονος καταδεξαμενος τας τριπλας δυναμεις 
from The Eternal Above It , and also gives Them to souls . Thus on the one hand , Eternity Contains This 
απο TOV αιῶνος ανῶθεν και διδῶσιν ALTAG ταῖς ψυχαῖς: GAA’ μὲν ο αιῶν EXEL ταῦτην 
Triad in Itself , Unifically , whereas Time possesses It Unifically and Dividedly at the same time , but 
1236 την τριαδα ηνώμενως SE O χρονος ηνώμενος καὶ διηρημενῶὼς ALA . δὲ 
souls possess It dividedly . Surely then , for which reason of these souls , some are characterized by one , 
αι ψυχαι dSinpnusvas : én οθεν τοῦτωῶν OL HEV YAPAKTNPICOVTAL KAT’ AAANV, 
while others by another power , some imitating the Revelatory aspect of Time , but others the Perfective , 
αι δὲ KAT’ AAANV SLOVALLV , αἵ HEV μιμουμεναι TO EKOAVTOPLKOV TOD χρονου, AL SE TO TEAEGLOUPYOV 
and others , the Connective ; just as some of the Fates are also properly adapted to give Fulfillment and 
aL1dE TO OLVEKTLKOV : ὥσπερ αἱ HEV TOV Μοιρῶν καὶ  WKELMLEVAL TO συμπληροῦν και 
Perfection are said to sing The Past , on the one hand , by Always Energizing and Always Singing Their 
TEAELODV λέγονται QOELV TA παρελθοντα,, HEV QELEVEPYOLOAL καὶ GELASOLOAL τας 
Own Songs which are Kosmic Intellections and Creations , for The Past brings to completion ; while on 
EALTOV SAG οὐυσας περικοσμιοὺς νοήσεις καὶ MOLNOEIS , YAP TO TAPEABOV EOTL ODUTANPOTIKOV : 
the other hand , others are adapted to holding together The Present , for They Guard the Essential-Being 
δὲ αι προς  TOODVEXELV TATAPOVTA, γὰρ φρουροῦσι τὴν OVOLAV 
and generation of those that are present ; then others in turn , are adapted to revealing The Future , for 
καὶ τὴν YEVEOLV αὐτῶν : δεαι προς TO EKMALVELV TO μελλον., γὰρ 
They bring into Essential-being and into Perfection that which does not yet exist . Accordingly then , it is 
QYOVOLV ElC ODOLAV καὶ ElG TEAOG το μηπὼ ον. apa 
not missing the mark that we should also customarily divide this Time in three ways ; into Past and 
Οὐκ αστοχῶς και ειώθαμεν διαιρεῖν τον τοῦτον χρονον τριχῆ εις παρελθον και 
Future and Present , because of The Triple Powers of Time , such as the Unfolding/Evolving/Revealing , 
μξλλον καὶ παρον δια TAG τριπλας SUVAHELG TOD YPOVOD , τὴν EKOAVTOPLKNV 
the Perfective , and the Connective , thus we must take These Powers in one way in the case of Eternity , 
τὴν TEAEGLOLPYLKNV , τὴν ODVEKTIKNV, OE αὐτὰ μεν AAAwS επι αἰῶνος, 
but in another way in the case of Time , and yet in another way in the case of souls . But if you wish 
δε GAAWS EML TOD YPOVOD , καὶ AAA@S ETL TOV ψυχῶν. δε Εἰ Bovder 
to look at these matters in another way, seeing that the order of the souls that are superior to us , is 
κατ᾽ αλλον τροπον, EMELON ταξις TOV ψυχῶν KPELTTOVOV ἡμῶν EOTIV 
divided into First , Middle and Last ; on the one hand , Those of Them that are Most-Complete are 
διηρημενῶν εις TPWTAG και μεσας καὶ TEAEDTALAG , HEV αἱ αὑτῶν OALKW@TATA 
properly adapted to The Past and The Present and The Future . Therefore , just as This Order is Compre- 


WKELMVTAL προς TO παρελθον καὶ TO TAPOV καὶ το μελλον : οὖν ὡς τοῦτο περι-- 
-hensive of The Other Two , so also do These Souls comprehend the two remaining ones ; but on the 
—EKTIKOV τῶν SLO ,OLDTMKAL  EKELVAL TOV λοιπῶν: 
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other hand , the intermediate souls are related to the present , for this was once future , but is not yet past . 
og αι μεσαι προς TO TAPOV : YAP τοῦτο NV ποτξ μελλον, dE OLVTM παρελθον : 
Then , just as the Present is Comprehensive of the Future , so also , intermediate souls are comprehensive 
οὖν WG TO TAPOV TEPLEKTIKOV TOD HEAAOVTOG , OVTW και αι μεσαι περιληπτικαι 
of those following after them , but are Comprehended in Those Prior to them ; but souls of the third order 
τῶν μετ’ αὐτας . O& TNEPLEYOVTAL EV ταῖς προ αὑτῶν: dE αἱ τριται 
correspond to the future ; for this order does not proceed through the present , nor has it become the past, 
κατα TO MEAAOV : YAP τοῦτο OD SIMSELOEV δια TOL TAPOVTOG , OLTE YEYOVE πῶς παρελθον, 
but it is the future only , and surely then just as this third order of souls exist by themselves alone , but 
αλλ εστε μελλον μονον, καιδὴ ὠσπερ QUTPITAL ψυχαι εἰσι εαὐυτῶν LOVOV , δε 
by their descent into the extreme of partialness , are in no way comprehensive of others ; for these souls 
δια τὴν ὑποβασιν εις το HEPLKM@TATOV οὐδαμῶς περιξκτικαι αλλῶν : YAP αὕὑται 
convolve the lowest limit , according to the Division into Three of the Genera following after The Gods , 
συνελισσοῦσι TO TEPAG κατα τῆν διαιρεσιν εἰς τρια τῶν γενῶν μετα θεους, 
since in turn , there is a Triadic Multiplicity dependent upon each of These Three Wholenesses . But on 
1237 επει παλιν εστι τριαδικον πληθος καθ᾽ εκαστὴν TOVTOV τῶν τριῶν ολοτητῶν : αλλα 
the one hand , we will consider the rest of these orders as time goes on ; but on the other hand , for the 
LEV θεωρήησομεν τα OAL προιοντες, δὲ 
time being , let us examine The First Triad . Without a doubt , This Whole Triad , has in common the 
TEWG EMLOKENTEOV τὴν πρώτην τριαδα. δήπου Αὐτῇ πᾶσα EXEL κοινον TO 
“at one time” ; for this is the characteristic of the past and of having been completed ; thus it is divided 
MOTE : YAP τοῦτο LLOV TOL TAPEADOVTOS καὶ της συμπληρώσεως : 5E SLALPEITAL 
into that which was , that which became , and that which was becoming . Thus again , of these three , 

TO nV, TO YEYOVE , TO EYLYVETO : ODV παλῖν τουτῶν TOV τριῶν 
the one signifies The Summit of The Triad , that which was , being defined according to The Hyparxis 
TO LEV σημαῖνει τὴν OKPOTHTA τῆς τριάδος, TONV , αφοριζομενον κατ’ τὴν ὑπαρξιν 
Itself , while the other , that which became , signifies the collected completion , but the was becoming , 
avtTnv, το δὲ . τὸ γέγονε, τὴν αθροαν τελειῶσιν : το SE το EYLYVETO 
signifies the extension in the process of completion . These are also Images of Intelligibles ; on the one 

τὴν παρατασιν EV TH TEAELOLOVAL , ταῦτα καὶ μιμηματα TOV νοητῶν, LEV 
hand , was , is the image of Being , but on the other hand , became of Eternity , then , was becoming , 
TO NV τοῦ OVTOS , δε το YEYOVE τοὺ αἰῶνος, dE το EYLYVETO 
of That which is Primally Eternal ; for existence , on the one hand , comes to all from The First One , but 
TOD πρῶτος ALWVLOD γὰρ TO δῖναι LIEV πασιν εκ TOD TPMTODd , 
on the other hand , the characteristic of being at once All and Whole , from The Middle One , while that 
δὲ το ομοῦ παν και ολον ano τοῦ μέσου, ὃξ το 
of being pluralized and extended in every way comes from The Third. Then the next three aspects are 
πληθύεσθαι καὶ δκτεινεσθαι OMWOOLV εκ TOUDTPITOD: o€ τα ξξης τρια EOTLV 
also analogous to these three ; that is , to the Future and to the Present and to the Past ; for on the one 
καὶ AVAAOYA Τοῦτοις τοῖς τρισι κατα TE TO μελλον καὶ κατὰ TO TAPOV καὶ TO παρελθον : HEV 
hand , that which will be and that which is are analogous to that which was , the one pertaining to the 
TO EOTOALKOL TO ἔστι τῶ nV, TO μὲν TOD 
Future , while the other pertains to the Present ; but that which will become and that which has become 
LEAAOVTOG , to δὲ TOD TAPOVTOG:5E TO γενήσεται καὶ το YEYOVEV 
are analogous to that which became ; for this sense of that which became , is different from the preceding 
TO γεγονξ : yap το YEYOVE δξτερον παρ᾽ EKELVO 
one , the one being in the past , the other in the present ; for that which became is Connective , and , 
, τομὲν ὡς TAapEABOV, TOSE WG TAPOV: YAP TO YEYOVE EOTL ODVEKTIKOV , καὶ 
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we see it , as both having been Perfected and as , Being Perfect Now , ina Timeless Now ; such as , 
OPOLEV ALTO ὡς καὶ TEAEL@OEV και ὡς τελειῶθεν VOV κατα TO AYPOVOV TO VV : οἷον 
“an eclipse has happened” , for this means the same as “that which is now completed”. Since then , 
EKAELWIG YEYOVEV ,YAP τοῦτο τοῦτον τῷ νῦν συντετέλεσται. Ἐπειδὴ ovv 
that which has become/happened has two meanings , he initially only mentions two categories relating 
TO γέγονεν διττον EONHALVE , τὴν πρώτην μονα ξιπε δὺο ET 
to the Present , that which is and is becoming , in order that he should not confuse the argument ; but 
TOD TAPOVTOG, TO ἔστι καὶ γίγνεται, Iva un TAPAsN TOV λογον : dE 
later on (1416) he is also going to add that which became to the Present. In the third place , he takes 
DOTEPOV και προσθησει το YEYOVE ENL TOL παροντος. τριτον λαμβανει 
that which is becoming , but secondly , that which will have become , as being analogous to that which 
To éylyveto δὲ SELTEPOV TO γενηθησεται αναλογον TO 
was becoming ; for this is not the same as that which will become , let us not suppose that it is ; for on the 
γίγνεται , YAP TOLTO OD ταῦτον TO YEVNOETAL , μη LTOAGP@pLEV TOLD’ : yap 
one hand , that which will become signifies the timeless “at-once” existence in The Future , such as 
μεν το γενήησεται σημαῖνξει τὴν ἄχρονον αθροαν ὑπαρξιν εἰς το HEAAOV , OLOV 
“there will be a flash of lightning” ; whereas on the other hand , that which will have become signifies 
YEVNOETAL QOTPATN : δὲ το γενηθησεται 
procession along with extension , as in the case of “he will have become a man”; thus , in the case of 
τὴν TPOOSOV μετα THY TAPATAGEDG , [OLOV] γενηθησεται avOpwmmocg: δε ell 
lightening , it is false to say “it will have become”. Therefore , these two Triads are analogous to the one 
1238 ἀστραπῆς εστιν ψεῦδες TO ELMELV γενηθησεται. οὐν αὑται δυο αἱ τριαδες AVaAOYOV. τῇ 
prior to them , so that on the one hand the aspect between was and that which will be is that which is , 


TPO αὐτῶν, KOL μεν του μεσον ἣν και τοῦ ἔσται το ἔστι, 
but on the other hand , that which has become according to The Now is between that which will become 

δὲ τὸ Ο γξγονε κατὰ το νὺν EOTL TOD YEVNOETAL 
and that which became according to The Past , but that between that which was becoming and that which 
καὶ TOD YEYOVE KATA TO παρξλθον, dE TOD sylyVETO καὶ TOD 
will have become is that which is becoming . 

γενηθησεται το γίγνεται. 
WAS 






Having been Perfected 
Became (Connective) 
and Being Perfected Now 


Was becoming 


WILL BE 


Will have Will Is Has 
become become becoming become 
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Thus on the one hand, in every case , The First Monads pertain to Their Hyparxis , while on the other 


δὲ μὲν Πανταχοῦ αἵπρῶται μοναδες εισῖὶν υὅπαρξεῶς og 
hand , The Middle Ones pertain to Their Whole and Collected-into-One Potential-Powers , while The 


αι μέσαι οὔσης ολῆς και αθροας δυναμξεξῶς, δὲ αἱ 
Third Ones pertain Their Activity/Energy in extension . Then on the one hand , Characteristic of All The 


τριται τῆς EVEPYELAG KATA παρατασιν : δὲ μὲν ιδιον πασήης THS 
First Triad is That which is At-One-Time , but on the other hand , that of all The Third , The Later-on , 


TPOTNS το ποτε : δὲ MAGS της TPITHS το ξπειτα: 
and he uses the corresponding number of expressions . But if he had ranked The Future Triad Second , 


καὶ χρηται καὶ τοσαύταις φῶναιῖς . dE Εἰ δταξε το μελλον KATO SELTEPAY , 
one should not be surprised ; for he is imitating The Cycle of Time , by conjoining The End to The 


un θαυμασης γὰρ μίμειται TOV KOKAOV TOD YPOVOD , συναπτῶν TO TEPAG TH 
Beginning , and since in proceeding he ranks The Triad connected to The Present , in The Middle , 


ἀρχῇ , KOLETEL προιῶν ταξξδι τὴν TPLAda κατὰ τοπαρον μεσην, 
then he ranks last , The Triad connected to The Future . 


O€ TEAEDTAIAV τὴν KOTO τομελλον. 


Parmenides: Accordingly then if The One , Participates of no Time at any period whatsoever , 


1416 apa ει TOEV μετξχει UNDSEVOG χρονοῦ ποτε μηδαμη 
neither has It come to be , nor was coming to be , nor was , (in the Past) , 
οὔτε YEYOVEV οὔτε γίγνεται οὐτ᾽ NV 
neither has It come to be , nor comes to be , nor is now, (in the Present) , 
οὔτε YEYOVEV οὔτε γιγνεται ODT’ EOTLV νῦν, 
neither will It come to be , nor will be coming to be , nor will be , later-on , (in the Future) . 
οὔτ᾽ γενήσεται οὔτε γενηθησεται OvT’ εσται επειτα. 


Aristoteles : Most True ! (αληθεστατα .) 


How then , on the one hand , the formal argument proceeds here , is not unclear ; that 


TOG LIEV O συλλογισμος TPOELOLV EV τοῦτοις, οὐκ ASNAOV : 
The One in no way at all partakes of Time ; for everything which once was or became or was becoming , 
TO EV ODSEVOG μξτεχξι YPOVOD : TOV Ο MOTE NV ἢ YEYOVEV ἡ EYLYVETO , 


which is or has become or is becoming in The Present , and which in The Future will be or will become 


OTEP EOTLV ἡ YEYOVEV ἡ YLYVETAL κατα TO TAPOV , καὶ οπερ KATA TO HEAAOV EOTAL ἡ γενησεται 
or will have become , Participates of some Time , but on the other hand , all these aspects distribute-out 


ἢ γενηθησεται LETEXEL τινος χρονου: δὲ TOAVTOA ταῦτα κατενειματο 
The Temporal Wholeness . Accordingly then , The One Transcends and Is Above both The Temporal 


τὴν χρονικὴν τὴν OAOTHTA: apa TO EV εξηρηται και ὑυὑπερηπλῶται καὶ τῆς χρονικῆς 
Triad and Its Unity . Thus , on the one hand, the proof is clear through what has been said before ; but 
τριαδος καὶ της Evadoc. AAA’ μεν ῃ αποδειξις ἐστι EVAPYNG δια τῶν TPOELPNHEVOV : 

on the other hand , in the enumeration of The Three Triads one should first note in what way he has kept 


δὲ EV TY ATAPLOUNSEL τῶν τριῶν τριαδῶν μὲν προσξκτξον οπῶς διαφυλαξη 
Their Order in relation to each other , placing First That which relates to The Past , then second , That 


αὐτῶν τὴν TAELV προς αλληλας, θεῖς πρώτην τὴν κατὰ TO πάρελθον , dE δεύτερον [τὴν 
which relates to The Present , but third , That which relates to The Future , just as he has also distributed 


κατα το TApOV , SETPITOV] τὴν κατα TOMEAAOV, ὥσπερ καὶι απενειμείνεμω) 
in the Republic (Χ 6170) The Past to The Very First of The Fates , but The Present to The Middle Fate , 


ev IloAiteta τοπαρελθον TH μὲν TP@TLOTH τῶν Μοιρῶν, δε TO TAPOV τῇ pHEON , 
then The Future to The Third Fate , since it is clearly the case , that The Whole of Time is Intellectually 


1239 δὲ τὸ μέλλον THTPITH , WG δηλαδη TE TOD OAOD Ypovov νοερῶς 
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Comprehended by their Mother , Necessity . But in regards to Each of These Aspects , he does not make 

MEPLEXOLEVOD ὑπο αὐτῶν μήητρος τῆς AvayKys. de Ed’ EKQOTNS οὐκ πεποιηται 

his beginning from that which was and is and will be , but rather from The Middle One ; That which has 
την ἀρχὴν απὸ TOD NV καὶ EOTL KOLEOTAL, αλλ᾽ ἀπο TODMEGOD , TOD 

become at one time , and Now has become and will become ; for This is Proper to Them , inasmuch as 

yeyOve ποτ KQLVDV γέγονε KOLYEVIOETAL : YAP τοῦτο OLKELOV αὑτοῖς ATE 

They Imitate Eternity , and so it is possible to begin from Here and thus call to mind the other aspects . 


LLLODHEVOLG TOV αἰῶνα, καὶ SOVATOV ἀρχομένοις EVTELDEV και OLVTM μνημονεύειν TOV QAAOV . 
So much then for these matters . But now , one should draw together this single summary 


Ταῦτα καὶ περι TOOTMV : dE χρῇ συναγαγεῖν τοῦτο EV KEPAAGLOV 
from all that has been said here ; that The One is Established Above Every Divine Essential Being that is 
ATO παντῶν TOV ειρημξνῶν EV τοῦτοις, OTL TO EV DTMEPLOPLTAL πασης θειας ODOLAG TE 
Characterized by the nature of The Soul , and which Always Energizes in The Same Way , surely then 

Woxns και QELEVEPYOLONSG τῆς ὡσαυτῶς, én 
such as is The Genera of Beings Superior to us , whether It is divided into Triads or into Enneads or 
Ola EOTLV ἢ γενῶν τῶν KPELTTOVOV,  ELTE διαιϊιρουμξνήῆς τριαδικὼς ELTE EVVEAYMC ELTE 


into any other number , and nothing of this sort should be applied to The One. So that the argument 


καταλλον αριθμον, καὶ οὐδὲν τοιοῦτον YPN ἀναφερειν επι TOEV. Kat@so o Aoyos 

has proceeded as far as this point in its denial of All The Orders from The One ; both The Intellectual and 
προῆλθεν EXPL ταῦτης ANOHACKWV πασας TAG ταξεις TODEVOG , TE τας νοερας KOL 

The Others , but where it will lead us as it proceeds , we shall know , as we journey along with his 


τας αλλας, δὲ mov αξξβιῆμας προιῶν , δ8δισομεθαὰα συνοδεῦοντες ταῖς αὑτοῦ 
Leadership , and closely examine every detail of what is being said . 


LONYNOEOL καὶ ἀανασκοποῦντες EKQOTO τῶν λεγομενῶν. 


Parmenides : Therefore , is it possible to Participate of Essential-Being in any other way , 
1416 ODV εστιν αν μετασχοι οὐσιας τι αλλως 
other than according to any of those ? 

οπῶς NY KATA τι TOLTOV; 

Aristoteles : It is not possible . (εστιν οὐκ .) 

Parmenides : Accordingly then , The One , in no way whatsoever , 


apa TO EV οὐδαμῶς, 
Participates of Essential-Being . 
LETEXEL ουσιας. 


Aristoteles : It is not likely . (οὐκ goikev .) 
Parmenides : Therefore , The One , in no way whatsoever , Is . 


apa TO EV οὐδαμῶς EOTL . 
Aristoteles : Manifestly not. (φαινεται ov .) 


Having proceeded by way of all that has been defined as far as to The Whole of Deified 


προξλθοντες δια παντῶν τῶν SINPYHLEV@V Μεχρι τῆς πάσης ἐεκθεουμενης 
Essential-Being which also Always Energizes in The Same Way ; and having denied All The Orders 
οὐσιας και QEL EVEPYODONS τῆς MOALTMS καὶ ATOONVAVTES πασας τας TAEELG 
of The One ; both The Divine and The Intellectual and those that are Psychical , we must again recur 
TOD EVOG TE ταςθειας και νοερᾶς και οσαι ψύυχικαι, παλιν AVATPEXOLEV 
through The Nature (Essential-Being) that is Common to All The Orders just mentioned , to The 
δια τῆς φύσεως κοινῆς πασῶν TAEEWV τῶν εἰρημενῶν ETL τὴν 


Intelligible Monad of Beings , and we must Exempt The One from This ; and since as we said before , 
VONTHV HOVASA τῶν οντῶν καὶ EFAIPNOOLEV TO EV TALTIG : καὶ YAP ὡς ELMOMEV TPOTEPOV , 
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Plato does not make the beginning of his negations from The Summit of The Intelligibles , but from The 
οὐκ ENEMOINTO THVAPYNV τῆς ANOHADEWS ATO TNS AKPOTNTOG τῶν νοητῶν, AAA’ ATMO τῆς 
Summit of The Intellectual Orders ; for The Many Originate There , as it will be clear when we go on 


TOV νοερῶν γὰρ TOA πολλα TIKTETAL EKEL, ὡς EGTAL ONAOV ἡμῖν προελθουσι 
to the second hypothesis . But The Essential-Being that Subsists according to The One Being is Prior to 
1240 kata τὴν Sevtepav ὑποθεσιν : δὲ ἡ οὐσιας κατα TO EV ον ξστι προ 
these Many and belongs to All These Orders just mentioned ; to The Many ,to The Wholes , to those that 


TOLTOV TOV πολλῶν και UMAPYEL MAGALG ταῖς TAEEOL ELPNHEVAIG , τοις MOAAOIC , TH OAOTNTL, TO 
have shape , and to all the rest . And hence, from All These Participating of Essential-Being in common , 


σχηματι, TOIGAMaAGLEENSG. και Διο απὸ ταντῶν TOLTWV μετεχοντῶν τῆς OVOLAS ὡς κοινή 
we recur to Essential-Being Herself , and this is why he begins by making a negation of This Itself ; for 
OAVATPEXOLEV ET τὴν OVOLAV ALTNV , καὶ δια τοῦτο APYOHEVOG TNS ATOPAGEMS ταύτης, γὰρ 
by saying “Everything that Participates of Essential-Being Participates according to one of These”, he is 
φησι, παν TO LETEXOV ουσιας μετεχον κατα τι TODTOV , ἔστι 
referring not merely to those that have just been mentioned , but to Everything Altogether that has been 
λεγῶν OD περι τῶν προσεχῶς ELPNLEV@V ,.αλλὰα παντῶν ομοῦ τῶν κατ- 
enumerated in The First Hypothesis ; such as either The Whole that is or Having parts , or having a 


πηριθμημξνῶὼν Ev TH πρώτη ὑποθεσει, οἷον ἢ ολον EOTL ἢ EXOVUEPNH, ἢ ἔχον 
Beginning or Middle or end , or being In-Itself or In-Another , and so on in order , all those aspects that 


APXYNV ἡ μεσον ἡ TEAELTHV , ἢ εν αὐτῶ EV αλλω, και ξεξης παντὰ TO 
he has denied of The One , and since it is clear that he is considering those aspects , which we also said 


αποπεφασμενα TOV EVOG, KaL@SG SNAOV οτι παρελαβεν ταῦτα , O καιξβιπομὲν 
from the beginning (1086) , are consequent to Beings insofar as they are Beings , but not insofar as 

εξ ἀρχῆς . OOK TAPEMETAL τοις οὐσιν ἢ EOTLV OVTA, AAA’? οὐχ ἢ 
the are certain Living or Intellectual natures . For everything that Participates in one way or another 


EOTLV ATTA ζῶντα ἡ νοοῦντα :γαρ παν τὸ μεξτεχον αμώσγεπως 
of Essential-being , he says , Participates according to one of These Aspects of Essential-Being that are 


OVOLAG , φησιν, μετέχει κατα τι τουτῶν ουσιας τῶν 
clearly being denied of The One . Accordingly then , It does not Participate of Essential-Being . Thus , 
TOLTOV αποπεφασμενωῶν : apa οὐδ’ LETELAN EV OVOLAG . δὲ 
in a similar way, Socrates said in the Republic (509b) that The First Cause is Beyond Essential-Being and 


Ovt® mov ο LwKpatne Edeyev ev Πολιτειὰ TO πρῶτον EMEKELVA ODOLAG καὶι 
is not Essential-Being , but The Cause of Essential-Being , being Beyond both everything that Intellects 


οὐκ οὔσιαν .ὃδὲ αἴτιον ουσιας EMEKELVA καὶ TMAVTOG νοοῦντος 
and that is being Intellected ; just as we say that The Very Sun is The Cause of those who see and of those 


και νοοῦμενοῦ, ὥσπερ φαμὲν το νῆή λιοντῶν ξιναι αἴτιον OP@VTMV καὶ τῶν 
that are being seen ; Essential-Being meaning nothing else than Being . For both here in this dialogue , 


OPMLEVOV , τὴν OLOLAV AEYMV οὐκ TL AAAO παρα TO OV: yap καὶ ἐνταῦθα καὶ EV TOLTM TH διαλογω 
and in a similar way in the Timaeus , he clearly states that it is not possible for anything to be , without 


και παραπλησιῶς EV Τιμαιῶ, ALTOS CAMHS φησιν οτι οὐχ οἷόν TETL μὲν ξιναι, NH 
participating of Essential-Being . If then , The First Cause is Beyond Essential-Being , and so Beyond 


LIETEXELV dg ovotag. Ετοὺν τοπρῶτον EOTLLTEP THVOLOLAV καὶ ὑπερ 
All of Being , then the very word is , is wrong , for The One Transcends even Beyond Essential-Being 


TO TOV TO OV, καὶ TO αὔτο Elvat ψεῦδος : γὰρ εξηρηται ETEKELVOL οὐσιας 
and Being . And this is where the Platonic Parmenides differs from the Parmenides who speaks in his 


και TOL οντος, καὶ ταῦτῃ ο Πλατῶνι Παρμενιδης διεστηκεν Tapa του EV τοις 
verses , because the one was looking towards The One Being and said that This is The Cause of All , 


ETEOLV , OTL O μὲν βλεπει εις το EV OV και φησιν τοῦτο εῖιναι αιτιον TAVTOV , 
td 


113 


but the other one is looking towards The One , ascending from The One Being to That which is Solely 
0 δὲ εις TO EV , ἀναδραμὼν AMO TOD EVOG οντοςξῖς τὸ LOVMS 
One , and Prior to Being . Surely then , having denied that The One Participates of Essential-Being , 
εν καὶ TPO TOD OVTOG. δ᾽ ODV Αποφησας TO ὃν μεξτεχξιν το οὐσιας, 
since he knows that it could still be a certain aspect of Primary Being (for Participation now clearly means 
Emelon oldevV OTL δυναταῖ ειναι τι ἡ πρώτη οὐσια (γὰρ το HETEYELV νὺν εδηλου 
the enjoyment of that which is secondary) he adds , “Accordingly then , The One is in no way at all”. 
1241 to ἀαπολαῦειν δεύτερως ) προσθηκεν apa TOEVEOTL οὐδαμῶς, 
no longer grasping this conclusion by means of demonstration , because it was not possible to prove 
ovKett AGUBAV@V τοῦτο δι᾽ αποδειξεῶς, γὰρ ἣν Ov δυνατον αποδειξαι 
this directly, because of The Kinship of Being with The One , and since in negations , those that are more 
τοῦτο AVTOVEV δια τὴν GVYYEVELAV TOD OVTOG προς TO EV , και YAP EV ταῖς ἀποφάσεσι TA συγγ- 
akin , are more difficult to be demonstrated , just as we said before (1088-1089) . Thus , on the one hand , 
—EVEOTEPQ SvoaTOSELKTOTEPa , καθαπερ ειἰπομὲν προτερον : AAA’ LEV 
that The One is not The Same as Being , he will demonstrate at the beginning of The Second Hypothesis . 
οτι TO EV EOTL οὐκ TAVTOV KO TO OV , δειξει ἄρχομξνος τῆς δευτερας ὑποθεσεῶς. 
But on the other hand , if this is true, it is clear that The One is not ; for everything that is about The One 
δὲ Et τοῦτο αληθες, δηλον οτι TO EV EOTL οὐδ᾽ : γὰρ παν τοπαραὰ  TOEV 
which is added to The One , diminishes The Transcendent Supremacy of The One. Therefore on the one 
προστεθεν τῷ EV1 δλαττοι τὴν εξηρημένὴῆὴν ὑπεροχὴν TOL EVOG: οῦν LEV 
hand , by taking That which is Common in All The Real-Beings , it is clear from this account in what way 
ελαβὲεν = TOD κοινοῦ TOD EV πασι τοῖς οὐσιν [δηλον] απο τοῦτο OTLMG 
he ascends to The Cause of Real-Beings , and by positing that it is not philosophically sound for The One 
AVASPALOV ETL τὴν αἴἰτιαν TOV OVT@V και τιθέμενος οὔδεν ἐεφαρμοζειν TO EVI 
to be This Cause . But on the other hand , perhaps someone may enquire for what reason he did not begin 
ταύτης. δ᾽ Ισῶς τιςαν ENICNTNOELE SLA ποιαν αἰτιαν οὐκ ηρξατο 
the negations from That which Is , but from The Many , and why not prefer to begin from The Order 
TOV ATOOAGEMV ATO TOL EOTLV , AAA’ ATO τῶν πολλῶν, και οὔτε TPOEKPLVEV απο τὴν TAELV 
proceeding immediately after The One as far as to the last ones , nor from these , back as far as to That 


TOD sv0v0G μετὰ TOEV OAYPL TMV EOYATHV , OLVTEATOTOLTOV AYP τὴν 
which is The Summit of The Real-Beings , but preferred to begin from The Many ? Thus one must reply 
TNGQAKPOTHTOG τῶν ονῖωΩΤν ,AAAa TV αποτῶν πολλῶν. SE Peteov 


to this enquiry that the negation of Essential-Being would be contrary to the hypothesis ; for on the one 
προς τὴν CHTNOLV OTL ἡ ἀαποφασις τῆς OVOLAG ELYEV εναντιῶς τὴν ὑποθεσιν : γὰρ LEV 
hand , the hypothesis says that The One Is , whereas on the other hand , the negation would say that 


y AEYEL ὡς TO EV EOTLV , δε ἢ ἀποφασις ως 
The One is not . Therefore , it would be the most ridiculous of all to say right at the beginning , “If 


EOTLOUK: ODV nV YEAOLOTATOV παντῶν λεγειν εὐθὺς εξ ἀρχῆς δι 
The One is , then The One is not”, for his argument would appear to subvert itself . Thus , for this reason 


TOEVEOTL,  TOEVEOTLOUK: YAP ALTOG OAOYOG Ed0EEV AVALPELV EADTOV : AAAG δια τοῦτο 
by employing the word is , and saying , “If the One is” , as if it made no difference , he finds that The 


καταχρήσαμενος TM EOTL, καὶ AEYMV , ELTO EV EOTL, WCHNOEV διαφερον , EVPEV OTL τὰ 
Many appear to be especially opposed to The One , and in any case , it was maintained by Parmenides 
πολλα SOKEL πῶς μαλιστα αντικεισθαι προς TO EV , καὶ AAA@GS δοκοῦν τῷ Παρμενιδη 
that Being is One and not Many . Therefore , beginning from these and all the other negations , 

TO OV ELVAL EV καὶ οὐ πολλὰ. οὖν Αρξαμενος ATO TOLTOV καὶ TAVTA TA AAG ἀαποφησας 
as being the most familiar , he sees that The Conception of The One (that Is) and Its Unific Bond 
OG γνωριμώτατον κατειδὲν ὡς NEVVOIA τοῦ EVOG καὶ τὴν OLVAPTHOLV 
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with Essential-Being and with That which Is Itself , must be emphatically denied (of The One) ; so that 


τῆς OLOLAG και TO EOTLV ALTO αναινεξται . MOTE 
there are Two Beings Being Seen ; namely, The One and That which Is , and thus recognizing that it is 
TOV δυο OVTOV OPOV , TOD EVOG καὶ TOD ἔστιν, οἵδε 


more-effective to take-up the contrary of the subject than that of the predicate , and thus , to be contrary 
ανυσιμῶώτερον AGPELV TO AVTLKELLEVOV TH DIOKELLEV® ἡ TO KATNYOPOLHEVO , καὶ OLTM@ αντικεισθαι 
to The One is to be Many ; he takes-up that , “If It is One , then It is not Many,” but not , “If It is one , 
1242 tw evi λαβὼν Ta πολλα OLVNYAYEV OTL El EOTLV εν, ἐστιν οὐκ TOAAG , AAA’ ODYL, EL EV, 
then The One is not” . Then if , just as we said , he also shows at the beginning of the second hypothesis , 
TO EV EOTLV οὐκ. δὲ El, ὥσπερ ELTOLLEV , καὶ δείκνυσι =APYOLEVOG τῆς SEVTEPAG 
that That One is not The Same as Being , although It is in Very Close Communion with Being ; how then 
EKELVO TO EV μηδὲ ταῦτον THM OVTL, KOLTOL συμπεπλεγμένον TPOG TO OV, πῶς καὶ 
has it not been abundantly shown that The Primal One Is In-Itself Free of Being ? So that , on the one 
οὐκ EK TEPLOVOLAG ATOSELKVUTAL TO πρῶτον EV καθ’ ALTO KABAPELOV TOD OVTOG ; MOTE μὲν 
hand , this will also be clear through those propositions , that in every case That which is Unparticipated 
τοῦτο και EOTAL SNAOV δι’ εκεινῶν, πανταχοῦ το αἀμεθεκτον 
must Precede Those that are Participated , and this confirms Plato’s Theory of The Ideas , and it is 
SEOV ἡγεισθαι τῶν μετεχομενῶν ,καιτοῦτο κρατύνοντος Πλατῶνος TOD ETL τῶν ELOWV καὶι 
for this reason that he says that Those that Pre-subsist according to Themselves are Prior to Those that 
δια τοῦτο AEYOVTOG τα προυφεσταναι Kad’ αὐτὰ τῶν υφεσ-- 
Subsist In-Another , so that if The One of which Being Participates is Distinct from Being , then The One 
—TOTOV EV OAAM, ὥστε EL TO EV ὕπο TOD OVTOG HETEXOHEVOV διαφερει TOL OVTOG , το 
which is Unparticipated must by all Necessity Transcend Being even more . Accordingly then , The One 
αμεθεκτον TAGA AVayKY δξηρησθαι τοῦ οντος HELCOVa . apa TO EV 
does not Participate of Essential-Being , not even if we take it to mean The Summit of Essential-Being 
Οὐδ᾽ μετεχξι Ovolag , καν λαμβανῶμεν τὴν AKPOTATHV OLOLAV 
and Essential-Being Alone and Solely Being Itself and Established Prior to The Many Genera of Being . 
και  ODOLAV μονὴν και μονῶς TO OV ALTO και LOPLLEVOV προ τῶν πολλῶν γενῶν TOL OVTOG 
Thus , seeing that in all the preceding discussion he understood Participation , according to The Unific 
de Επειδη Kata παντας τοὺς εμπροσθεν λογοὺς δλαμβε TO LETEXELV , κατὰ τὴν συν- 
Bond of The Beings that follow after Being to The One . Surely then , through this and in these words 
παρτησιν τῶν μετα TO OV THV TPOG TO EV, én δια τοῦτο καὶ EV τοῦτοις 
he understands Participation in the same way , and says , “Everything that Participates of Essential-Being 
λεγῶν την μεθεξιν OVT@OL . φησι, παν TO LETEXYOV ODOLAG 
Participates of Her according to one of these modes”. Thus he means either according to The Whole , 
LETEXEL AVTNC κατὰ τι TOOTOV : OF λέγει ἢ κατὰ τοολον 
or according to shape or according to The Same and Other , or according any other aspect that he has 
Ἢ KATATOOYNUA ἢ KATA TO TALTOV KML ETEPOV ἢ κατ TLAAAO τῶν αποπε-- 
denied οἵ The One. Then to these preceding statements , he adds that “The One does not Participate 
πφασμενῶν TOD EvOG: dE TOLTAV TPOPPNVEVT@V , OLDVNWEV OTL TO EV LETEXEL 
of Essential-Being in any way at all”, thus meaning Participating of Her according to any one of These 
OVOLAG οὐδαμῶς , OVT@S ὡς μετεχον ADTNSG κατὰ τι τουτῶν: 
Aspects . Since indeed for which reason it still remains possible to say, “The One does not ever Partake 
ἐπειδήπερ οθεν υὑπελειπετο λεγεῖν τοᾶν OD μῆποτεξ LETEXEL 
of Essential-Being according to any one of these Aspects , but Essential Being Herself has some Share 
ODOLAG κατὰ τι τοῦτῶν , δ’ τηςοῦσιας ALTNS EXEL 
of Those (The Limited & Unlimited) that are Prior to Being, and be In Close-Communion with That Essence , 
TODTOV TPO οὔσης, καὶ EOTLV συμπεπλξγμενον EKELVY TH OVOLE , 
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That does not endure Participating of Essential-Being . 
Opa οὐδ’ EMNVEYKEV μετεχξι OVOLAG 


THE, ONE 













Not-Being , The Limit /The Unparticipated \The Unlimited , Not-One 


The Super-Essential 


OUSIA 


The Participated 
The Essential Ideas 






(Here the Greek text has been lost , but we continue with the surviving Latin text 
that has been beautifully returned back to the Greek by Carlos Steel . JFB) 


497 Therefore , The One does not Participate of existence in any way at all ; 
TO EV ἔστι 
by this , showing that The Primal One Itself is not Essential-Being Herself , for existence 


τοῦτο EVOELKVDLIEVOG TO πρῶτον ALTO ELVAL LN THVOLOLAV ALTNV : YAP TO EOTL 
is not attributed to The First One , as it is to The Primal Being . Then to this he will next add that That 


OD KQTNYOPELTAL τοῦ πρώτου, τοῦτεστι τὸ TPWTWGOV : dE TOLTM εφεξης EMAEEL OTL EKELVO 
One is not even One , such as , The One that Communes with Essential-Being , and Participates of 
TO EV Ovd λοιπον EV, OLOV, TOEV / μετὰ τηςοῦσιας, καὶ μξετξχον 
Essential Being Herself , such as The Parmenidean One does . 
τῆς αὑτοοῦσιας , olov τοΠαρμενιδειον nv. 
Surely then , he is not only imitating The Circle of Wholes that Proceed from The One , 
én ov μονον Μιμειται TOV κυκλον TOV OAMV προιοντα EK TOD EVO , 


but also Return to The One , for he makes his journey by The Procession according to Multiplicity - 
αλλα καὶ ENLOTPEMOVTA προς TO EV : YAP οδεῦσας SLA τὴν προοδον κατα TOV πληθους 
for in the sphere of Being , Multiplicity is The Beginning/Cause of The Procession , because every 
yap TO EKEL TANVOG apyn της TPOOSOD : διο πασα 
Procession is also brought into being according to the multiplicity of that which Proceeds -- and thus 
mpoodog καὶι γιγνεται κατα το πληθος TOD προιοντος - 
he makes his way back to The One by way of The One Being , for This is The Source of Unification 
παλιν ETLOTPEDEL προς TO EV δια τοῦ EVOG OVTOG : γὰρ εκειθεν ηξενῶσις 
for all , and it is according to their own One , that they are each conjoined to The One . Therefore , 
TOOL , καὶ κατα TO EALTWV TO EV EKQXOTA συναπτξται TPOG TO EV.  ODV 
from what other source , should he have started his transmission of the Procession of The Real-Beings 
ποθεν αλλοθεν δεησει ἀρχεσθαι τον παραδιδοντα τὴν προοδον τῶν οντῶν 
from The One , other than from The Many ? But what is the source of reversion other than through 
εκ TOD EVOG Ἢ αποτῶν πολλῶν ; δε ποθεν τῆν επιστροφὴν «ἡ» δια 
The One Being ? For Processions Multiply Beings , but Reversions Conjoin and Unite Them Together . 


τοῦ EVOG οντος ; YAP AL TPOOSOL πληθυνοῦσι TO OVTA , OE AL ENLOTPOOAL συναγοῦσι και ενιζουσιν : 
For all Beings are Conjoined to The One Being according to which They Participate of Essential-Being 


γὰρ TAVTA συναπτξται προς TO EV OV καθ᾽ ο LETEXEL TNS οὐσιας 
in Common -for The One Being is The Monad of Beings- , thus in tun They move through The One 
κοινῆ —yap δκξινο μονας τῶν OVT@V—, ὃ αὖ κίινειται δια τούτου 


Being in a Mystical Way to The One in Itself , then through This , to The Unity that Transcends Beings . 
μυστικῶς προς TO EV EV αὐτῶ, EMELTA δια TOLTOD προς τὴν EVASA EENPNLEVTV TOV OVTOV . 
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What else then can we say than that here also , Plato is imitating those theologians who have handed 


τι αλλο ODV αν ELMOIG η ταῦτη και τον TAat@va μιμεισθαι τοὺς θεολογοὺς τοὺς Tapa— 
down to us the following Procession and Procreation of The Gods , and of Their Ascension , and of 


—d160VTAG μετὰ τὴν TPOOSOV και ATOYENNNOL TOV VEL@V και αὑτῶν τὴν AVOSOV τὴν 
Their Unification to Their Causes in each case , and finally of Their Unification to The Very First One ? 


τας EVLALAS προς ALTLAS ἑκαστῶν και τελευταιαν τὴν EVWOLV τῶν παντῶν προς TO TPWTLOTOV EV 5 


Parmenides : Accordingly then , neither Is It , in such a way , as “To Be” One , 


1416 apa Ovd’ εστιν OLTMG ὥστε EVAL EV 
for It would already then , by Being and Participating in Essential Being , Be . 
yop av non OV καὶ LETEYOV ODOLAG Ely 
But , according to Reason , The One, Is neither One nor Is , 

AMX WS δοῖκδ το EV EOTIVODTE EV οὔτε EOTIV, 

if it is necessary to trust in such an account . 

El δει πιστεύειν TOIMSE AOYO. 


Aristoteles : It is risky . (ktvévvevet .) 


It has been said that The One does not Participate of existence in the way that The Many 
498 Eipntat ott ToEv OD HETEYXEL TOD ELVAL = OVTMG ὠὡςτα πολλὰ 
and The Whole and Part and Shape and all that follow in order . Then that It does not exist in that way 
καὶ TO OAOV καὶ TO μερος καὶ TO OYNUA TaVTA Ta ENG, EMElTA OTL Ovd’ εστιν (ole 
The Fist Being Itself . Then since The One that follows after The One Itself is said to Participate of Being 
TO πρώτως ον αὑτο. dEETELON TO μετ’ δν αῦὑτο AEYETOL HETEYELV TOD οντος 
since It is United to Being , and so he adds in these words , that “The One is not even One”. For he knows 
ὡς συνήμμενον TH OVTL , καὶ τοῦτο TPOOTLONOLV EV TOVTOIC , OTL TO EV EOTL οὐδ EV: YAP οἵδε 
that The One has two meanings ; so that one is That which is Transcendent , whereas the other is That 
OTL TOEV διττον, και AAO μεν TO εξηρημξνον ; αλλο δὲ το 
which is coordinate with Being ; for this latter sense is comparable in a way to Being , as Participating 

ODVTOQTTOMEVOV TW OVTL :γὰρ τοῦτο ovuBANTOV πῶς τοον, ὡς HETEXOV 

of Being and being participated by Being . But that former sense is Incomparable and Imparticipable by 
αὐτοῦ καὶ HETEYOMEVOV ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ, dE EKELVO QOLEBANTOV καὶ ἀμεθεκτον ὑπὸ 
All . Therefore , he shows that The Primal One as Such, is not Like The One that is United with Being . 
TOVTOV . ODV OELKVLOLV OTL TO πρῶτον τοιοῦτον EV EOTL οὐκ OLOV τοσῦνον TO OVTL: 
For if indeed it can be truthfully said of It that It is The One , then this One is Convolved with Existence 
yap εἴπερ ETAANOPELEL KAT? αὑτοῦ ειναι TO EV, TO δεν συμπαραλαμβανει ειναι 
«85 Exemplified by The One> Being , for he says of The Transcendent One that it is not even possible 
«εις EVOELELV τοῦ EVOG> OVTOG : YAP φησιν περι TOD EFNPNLEVOD EVOG OTL ELVAL ODS’ SLVATOV 
to say that It is One . For That of which we say Is The One, is really That One Convolved with Being . 
λεγειν αὔτο ELVAL EV : γὰρ TO EV καθ’οὐ AEYOLIEV ELVALL TO EV EOTLV ἀληθῶς EKELVO μετα TOL OVTOG : 
Accordingly then , we must not say that The One Is That One , for That Existence is Convolved with 


apa δει οὐκ AEYELV TO EV ELVOLL EKELVO <EV>: YAP TOELVAL ἔστι TOD μετὰ 
The One Being and is That which Participates of Essential-Being and has not Remained One , but 
TOD EVOG OVTOG και TO μξτεχον OLOLAG οὐκ ELELVEV EV, αλλ᾽ 
has come to be One Being . 

EYEVETO EV OV. 
But if this is true , then how can anyone say that the First Hypothesis is not only about 

499 de Εἰ ταῦτα αληθη. πὼς SUVaTOV AEYELV τὴν πρώτην ὑποθεσιν ELVAL οὐ μονον περι 
The First God , but also of All The Other Gods ὃ And since All The Unities of The Other Gods 


TOD πρώτου θεου, CAAA καὶ περι παντῶν TOV θεῶν ; καὶ YAP πασαι αι EvadEs τῶν AAA@V θεῶν 
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Co-Subsist with Being , so that Each of Them is A God , but only That Itself should be called One , and 


συνυφεστηκασιν TW οντι, MOTE ἕκαστος EOTL DEOG , δὲ LOVOV EKELVO AUTO αν AEYOLTO EV καὶι 
is Unparticipated Above Being , so as not to be a certain One instead of The Simply One . For that which 


ἀμεθεκτὸον ὑπὲρ TOOV, ινα μη ἢ τι εν ἀντι τουαπλῶςξνος: γὰρ το 
is one together with some other predicate , is a one , just as Being together with Life is a being , and not 
δν αμα OA τι ἐν, ὥσπερ καὶ TO OV TO ALLA TN CON EOTLV τι OV καὶ οὐκ 


Being Itself , and Life together with Intellect is Intellectual Life and not Simply Life , and everything 
τοον αὐτο, καὶ ἡ CON NALA τῶ νὼ ἐστι νοερὰ ζῶη καὶ οὐχ ATAMS CON: καὶ παν 
that is taken with some different addition , is not the same as That which Simply Is and Prior to taking on 
το ληφθεν μετὰ τῆς διαφορος δστιοῦκ ταῦτον TO αἀπλὼς καὶ προ 
the difference . Accordingly then , The One Itself must “BE” before The One Conjoined with Being . 
τῆς διαφορας. apa TO AVTOEV AVAYKN ELVAL TPO TOL EVOG OWA TH OVTL. 
Therefore , on the one hand , for this reason one cannot say that this hypothesis is also 
OvV μεν Διὰ τοῦτο det Ov λξγειν TALTNS THY ὑποθεσιν ειναι καὶ 
about The Gods , as some people have thought . But on the other hand , that by conversing about The One 
MEPL TOV θεῶν, ὡς τινες MNOnoAV. δὲ OTL OLAAEYOLEVOG περι TOD EVOG 
he is not discussing about that which is insubstantial , we amply showed at the beginning (1065) , when 
ov περι TOD ανυποστατοῦ, [omMpEtet] ἀπεδειξαμὲν EV APYN ; Οτὲ 
we referred to the statement of the Eleatic Foreign-Guest , that That which is Truly One is Indivisible , 
We εδειξαμεν τον λέγειν EXeatnv ἕξενον το αληθῶὼς EV ειναι ἀμερες, 
but that this conclusion of Parmenides necessarily follows , from the premise that The One has no parts ; 
δὲ TO TOLUTM σύναγειν TOV Παρμενιδὴν AVAYKN EXOLEVOV , απο APYOLEVOV TO EV EXELV μὴ HEPN , 
but that which follows from a possible premise , must also be possible ; and further that the hypothesis is 
ὃδὲ TO EMOLEVa τῷ SOVATO εξ AVAYKNG Elval Svvata , και τὴν ὑποθεσιν ElvaL 
not about that which is unreal. But if on the one hand , we show from the beginning that the hypothesis 
UN MEPL TOD AVOTOOTATOD. δὃε EL μεν EdELEQUEV ATO τῆς ἀρχῆς OTL 
is concerned with The One in a Substantial way , whereas on the other hand , at the end , we show that it 
διατριβει περι TO EV Ὀφεστως ᾿ δὲ απο τοὺ τελοὺς εδειξαμεν OTL 
is not concerned with The Gods in an indeterminate way , then we have shown throughout the whole that 
ov περι τῶν θεῶν QOPLOTMG dEdELYHEVOV δια MAVTOV 
it is only concerned with The First One Herself . For neither is The One such as to be Participated 
αν EL] HOVOV πραγματεύυεσθαι περι τοῦ πρώτου EVOG αὑτὴν : <YAP> οὐδ δστι TO EV TO ὡς HETEYOMEVOV 
by Being , and thus be The One that Is - for This One is Participated - and it is The Existence which 


LILO τοὺ OVTOG καὶ ELVAL TO EV ἔστι -γὰρ τοῦτο EV μεθεκτον-- και το ειναι 
Partakes of Its Oneness ; of which each has been denied of The One , by that meaning as it is reasonable , 
μεταλαβον TOD EVOG, ὧν EKATEPOV απεφησε τοῦενος οτι διπῶν ξοικξ, 


The Transcendent One , not The One that Is , as That One Is , which is the is of that which is , nor does 


TO EENPNLEVOV TO EV οὔτ EV ἔστιν, WCEKELVO EVOV , Ο ἔστι μετὰ TOLD EOTIV, οὔτε 
It Exist , as Being Itself and The Hyparxis belonging to Essential-Being . Therefore , since it is neither 


EOTLV , ὡς TO OV ALTO και DTAPYOV ODOLO z δὲ OV οὐδετερον 
of These , The One altogether Transcends The One Being . 
τουτῶν TO EV TAVTEAMS ECNPNTAL TOD EVOG OVTOG . 

Therefore by pulling together what we say that , if The One and Being are indistinguishably 


ODV XDVEAOVTEG ειπῶμεν OTL, El TOEV KOALTOOV απαραλλακτῶς 
The Same , then They are indistinct from each other ; but certainly not even the Second Hypothesis 


ταῦτον εστιν αδιαφορὰ αλληλῶν : αλλα μὴν οὐδὲ 1 δεύτερα ὑποθεσις 
permits us to say that The One and Being are Indistinguishable . Thus , They Differ from Each Other . 


avEcEta AEYELV TOEV KOLTOOV απαραλλακτὰα : apa διαφερει OAANA@V 
td 
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But if They are different , then either 
δὲ τα διαφεροντα ῃ 
[1] They are Coordinate to Each Other , and One is not Prior to the Other , or 
EOTLV σύστοιχα GAANAOLG καὶ TO ETEPOV οὐ TPOTEPOV τοὺ ETEPOD , ἢ 
[2] They are not coordinate to each other . 
οὐ σύστοιχα : 
And if They are Coordinate , then either on the one hand , 


KOQLEL συστοιχα : η μεν 
[14] neither of them communicates with the other , and 50, there are two causes of all -- 
ODOETEPOV KOLV@VEL θατερὼ Kat δὺο APE@V TOV TAVTOV — 
And what about That which Conjoins Them ? Or if nothing conjoins them , then 
καὶ τι TO σύναγον αὐτὰ ; ἢ &l μῆδεν σύναγει, 
Being , by being bereft of The One , and being in no way One, then, there will be no experience 
TO OV ον EPNLOV TOD EVOG και οὐδαμῶς EV ἔσται OLTMELPOV 
of anything from everything being not one — : 
τινῶν εξ εκαστον «ὧν; οὐχ ἕν --: 
[10] or if on the other hand , They Communicate and have been Mixed with One Another , then so also is 
n «ει» KOLV@VEL και μεμικται αλληλοις και EOTL 
The One Being and The Being One , then Prior to Them , there must be That which mixed Them 
TO EV OV και τοονὲν., προ αὐτῶν δει ειναι το μιξαν 
both together and by making The One Being One. For we also learn in the Philebus (23d) that Prior to 
αμφοτερα TE καὶ ποιοῦν τοᾶνον EV: yap καὶ μεμαθήκαμεν εν Φιλήβω προ 
The Mixture and Those that are Being Mixed , there must necessarily be The Mixer . Therefore in turn , 
τῆς μιξεὼς και τῶν μικτῶν εξ ἀναγκῆς Elval τομιξαν: OvV παλιν 


[3] That is either Being without The One ; or One without Being ; for if both , the same argument applies : 
EKELVO ἐστι ἢ ον χῶρις TOL EVOG, ἢ EV χῶρις TOL OVTOG: «γὰρ» ALUMOTEPA , O ALTOS AOYOG: 
[3a] But if It is Being without The One , It will either be not-One or nothing . But it is impossible to call 





δὲ δι ον χωριςτοῦξνος, εσται οὔχεν ἡ οὐδεν. AAA’ αδύνατον δλεγειν 
it nothing , while calling it Being ; accordingly then It is not-One . But if It is not-One , then everything 
οὐδεν λεγοντες τοον: αρα EOTLV ODY EV: δὲ δι OvY EV , EKQOTOV 


of which It consists must also be not-One ; then It is not-One and everything consists of those that are 
εξ ὧν AVAYKN καὶ ἐστιν ODO’EV, ELVAL OLY EV καὶ EKAOTOV εξ. EKELVMV τῶν 
not-One , and so in this way by consisting of infinite/indeterminate parts Being is That which is not-One , 


500 οὐχ EV : καὶ ODTAS εξ απειρῶν TO ον ειναιῖ TO οὐχ EV : 
by assuming that The One is not Prior to The One Being . 

ETEL TO EV ἔστι οὐκ προ τοὺ EVOG OVTOG , 
[3b] But then if It is One , without Being , It will be found to be The One which is Unparticipated by 


δὲ μὲν ει ἔστιεν, dE UN OV, EDPLOKETAL TO EV «α»μεθεκτον ὑπὸ 
Being , and It does not Participate of Essential-Being . 


TOD OVTOG καὶ οὐ LETEYOV OLOLAG . 
[2] Then , if being and the one are not coordinate , 


δὲ EL TO OV και TO EV μὴ συστοιχα, 
[2a] then either being is nobler by being prior to the one ; 
Ἢ TOOVULTMEPTEPOV OV προ TOD EVOG 
[2b] or the one is nobler by being prior to being . 
Ἢ TOEVDTMEPTEPOV OV TPO TOD OVTOG. 
And if on the one hand , being is prior to the one , then it produces the one by being prior to that one , 
καὶ El μεν TO OV TPO τοῦ EVOG, ALTO TAPAYOV TO EV ὥς προτερον EKELVOD , 
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then again in turn , being will be not-one , and the same argument as before will be introduced , 
παλιν TO OV EOTOAL ODY EV, καὶ ἢ αὕτη λογου ayoyn 

and the same infinite regress . 
καὶ ἡ προοδος ET’ ATELPOV : 

But if The One is Prior and is The Cause of Being , then according to Its Very Own Hyparxis , 

δὲ ει TO EV προτερον καὶ AILTLOV TOLD OVTOG, APA κατα ALTO τὴν EALTOD ὑπαρξιν 

It is not-Being , by Providing The Underlying Unity to Being , It does not Participate of Being . 
EOTL ODK OV, υποστησαν TO OV, οὐδε LETEXEL TOD οντος. 
Being that which was required to investigate/solve . 

TO OTEP nv ζητουμενον. 

For if it will be the case that the first one participates of being in some way , although by being 

yop él ἔσται TO πρῶτος EV LETEXOV TOD OVTOG πῶς , Kav ὡς 
nobler and by being productive of being , then it would be a certain one which took on the hyparxis 
DTMEPTEPOV και παραγον TOOV, ἔσται τι ὃν προσλαβον την ὕπαρξιν 
of being . Since by not being a certain one , It will be The Cause not only of Being , but of All , 
TOD OVTOG: YAP UN OV τι ἕν GAVEIN αἴτιον οὐκτοῦοντος, GAA TAVTOV , 
although of Being before The Rest. And if everything must Participate of its Cause, there will be 
El καὶ TOD οντος TPO τῶν AAAWV : καὶ ει EKACTOV AVAYKN μετέχειν OUITLAG, ἔσται 
a Certain Other One Prior to Being , Subsisting from The Simply One . 

τι GAAO EV «προ» TOD οντος, ὑυφεστῶς ATO TOL ATAMS EVOG. 

These are historical views that Speusippos rightly attests to the ancients . Listen to what he says : 
Ταῦτα ἱστορῶν ὡς Σπεύσιππος KAAWS APESOKOVTA τοις MAAGLOG , AKOLE τι φησι: 

For they maintain that The One is Superior to Being and is The Source of Being ; and they even gave-up 


γὰρ Ἠγοῦμξνοι TO δὲν κρεῖττον TOD οντος και αφ᾽οῦ τοον, Ka απηλλαξαν 
viewing it according to the status of Cause . Thus understanding that , if one conceives It 
αὐτο KOT’ τῆς σχέσεως APYNV : dE υπολαμβανοντες OTL ,EL τις διανοουμενος ALTO 


as Separate and Alone without The Others , established By-Itself , with no other element added to It , 


χώρις καὶ HOVOV AVED TOV AAAOV τιθειη KAT αὐτο, μηδὲν ETEPOV OTOLYELOV προσθεις αὐτῶ, 
then none of the others would come into being. And so they introduced The Indefinite Dyad as The 
50lovdev τῶν AAA@V av γένοιτο, ELONYAYOV QOPLOTOV δυαδα τὴν 
Cause of Real-Beings . So that he also testifies that this was the very opinion of the ancients about 


ἀρχὴν TOV οντῶν : WOTE καὶ HAPTLPEL OVTOG ELVAL τὴν TALTHV SOEAV TOV παλαιῶν περι 
The One ; that It is “snatched up beyond” Being , and that The Indefinite Dyad comes after The One . 


TOD EVOG, OTL DTMEPNPTAOTAL TOL OVTOG καὶ OTL ἡ AOPLOTOS SLAG μετα TO EV. 
Therefore , here also Plato shows that This One is Beyond Being and Beyond The One that is in It 
TOWDV κανταυθα ο Πλατῶν δεικνυσι τοῦτο TO EV ENEKELVA TOD OVTOG καὶ TOD EVOG EV ALTO 
and Beyond The Whole One Being . For he also says in the Second Hypothesis that because The Whole 
και  OAOD TOD EVOG OVTOG: YAP KALEPEL τῆς δεῦτερας ὑυὑποθεσεῶς δια TO OAOV 
One Being is composed of Unlike Elements , such as of One and Being — of which The One Itself is said 


EVOV ον εξ ανομοιῶν τι δια τοξνκαιϊῖον, ου το ALTOEV φησιν 
to be Beyond -- for surely The One that is Coordinate to Being is not The One , but This is a Certain One , 


EVOL EMEKELVA , YAP δὴ το EV μετα TOD οντος EOTL οὐ TO EV , AAAM τοῦτο EOTIV TI EV : 
but that which is a Certain One is in no way the same as that which is Absolutely One : nor is that which 


δὲ το τι οὐδαμοῦ ταῦτον TO OTAWS : ἢ 
is a certain being the same as That which is Absolutely Being. But this also troublesome , for These are 


TO OV; αλλα τοῦτο καὶ ἀμηχανον : YAP NV 
apparently Two , and not The One Itself . For two are not one ; so then It is One and Not-One , but This 


αν δὴ δὺο KOaLODK αὕτοδν : γὰρ δυο οὐχ EV: apa EV και οὔὐχεν , δὲ τοῦτο 
ΠῚ 
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is not The One Itself , for neither is that which is Equal and not-Equal The Equal Itself. Accordingly 

οὐκ QvLTOEV : γὰρ οὐδὲ και LGOV καὶ ουὐκισον το αὑτοισον: apa 

then , it is reasonable to preserve The Simplicity of The One Itself , by placing it Beyond both The One 
ELKOTOG φυλαττῶν τὴν ANAOTNTA TO ALTOEV ALTOD τιθεται EMEKELVO καὶ TOD EVOG 

which is in Being and Beyond That One which is constituted of These . 


TOD ELVAL EV TH OVTL «καὶ TOL OVTOG τοῦ εκ  TODTOV. 
Having proceeded so far , he reasonably observes that since The One is such as we have described , 
προελθὼν Evtav0a ELKOTMG κατειδὲν ὡςαραὰ TOEV EOTL τοιοῦτον 
It is unknown to all particular kinds of knowledge and is inexpressible and unutterable. For The One 
OV αγνῶστον ταῖς πασαῖς μερικαῖς YVWOEOL και ἄρρητον καὶ αφατον : καρ TO EV 
that Primarily Subsists in Essential-Being is Nameable and Knowable , and Universally Participated 
πρώτως δν OLOLA ονομαστον καιγνῶστον, καὶ απλῶς μεθεκτον 


by All , for just as sense-perception helps us to have the gnostic apprehension of The En-Kosmic Gods , 
παν : YAP ὥσπερ ALAONOLV OLVEPYOLOAV προς EYOLEV TO γνώστικως συναπτεσθαι τοις εγκοσμιοις θεοις, 
by contemplating Their Apparent Dwelling-places and through these we are reminded of Their Character; 
θεώμενην αὐτῶν τας εμφανες OLKNOELC καὶ SLA ἡμας AVALLLVIOKOVOGV EKELVOV τῆς LOLOTNTOG , 
but sense-perception does nothing to help us know The Gods that are Beyond Heaven. Surely then, 
5018 δε ὑπο τῆς αἰσθησεῶς οὐδὲν προς ὠφελουμεθα γιγνώσκειν τοὺς θεοὺς ὑπερουρανιους, δή 
in this way also , so does Intellection and Knowledge of Being help us to attain to The One Being ; 
ODTH και ἡ VONOLG και γνῶσις TOV OVTOG τὴν OLVAONV ἡμῖν εἰς συντελεῖ προς TO EV OV 
but our gnostic powers of knowing The Real-Beings do nothing to help us towards The Mystic Union 
SE = AL YVOOTIKAL δυνάμεις τῶν OVT@V οὐδεν OLVEPYOLOLV προς τῆν EVMOLV 
with The One Itself , except insofar as they are a kind of Preparation to the upward movement towards 
εις τοδναῦτο, δξιμη ὡς τινες προκατασκξυαι τῆς ἀαναγώγης en’ 
It ; for That One is entirely Unparticipated by All of The Real-Beings . 
QUTO : γὰρ EKELVO EOTLV TAVTN ἀμεθεκτον ὑπο TAVTOV τῶν OVTOV . 
If then , Plato says , one should trust an argument such as this ; for having proceeded by way of 
Εἰ ὃς, οΠΠλατῶν φησιν, δεῖ πιστειῖειῖιν τῶ AOY@ TOIMSE : γὰρ προελθοντες απο-- 
negations , we have declared The One to be Transcendent over All of The Intelligible , The Intellectual , 
πφατικῶὼς απεφήναμὲεν  TOEV EENPNLEVOV παντῶν τῶν νοητῶν . τῶν νοερῶν, 
The Super-Kosmic and The En-Kosmic Realms , of The Divine Essential-Being . Therefore , if 
TOV ὑπερκοσμιῶν και TOV εγκοσμιῶν, τῆς EKOEOLLEVTS ουσιας. ODV δι 
one should trust an argument such as this , then The One is Unparticipated . Then it is clear that the 
SEL TLOTELELV τῷ AOYM τοιῶὼδ , δ’ TOEVEOTL GYEOEKTOV. δὲ SNAOV OTL O 
reasoning is itself humanistic , and that is particular. But neither does Divine Reason say anything else 
λογος οὗτος ἀνθρώπινος καὶ OTL μερικος. αλλ’ οὐδ οθειος λογος AEyel τι αλλο 
than that The One is Unparticipated . For just as we have said before (Phaedo 744), everything strives 
Ἢ OTL TOEV OQUEVEKTOV : YAP ὥσπερ ELMOLEV TPOTEPOV , TAVTA BODAETAL 
to imitate The One , by means of its own Summit. Therefore , just as in the case of souls , The Primal 
μιμεισθαιτοὸὲν = OLA TG EALT@V AKPOTNTOG. οὖν ὥσπερ ὃπιτῶν ψυχῶν ἢ πρώτῃ 
and Uniform Soul is Unparticipated ; and in turn in the case of Intellectual Essential-beings , The Divine 
KQLEVOELONS ψυχῆ ἀμεθεκτος, καὶ αὖ eT TNS VOEPAG ODOLAG 0 θειος 
and Uniform Intellect is Unparticipated , and surely then , in the same way , in the case of All The Divine 
καὶ EVOELONS VOUG αἀμεθεκτος, και én οὕτω ETL πασῶν τῶν θειῶν 
Unities , The Unparticipated is The One Itself .Therefore , from what Source do Those that are Secondary 
EVAO@V αἀμεθεκτον TO αὑτοδν. οῦν ποθεν τοις δεύῦτεροις 
derive Their Unparticipatedness than from The One ? For Transcendence belongs to Those that are 
δν TO ἀμεθεκτον N AMO TOV EVOG; γὰρ TO εξηρησθαι ὑπαρχξι τοις 
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First more than to Those that follow in order. Accordingly then , The One Transcends The Real Beings 
πρώτοις μάλλον N τοις εφεξης : apa TO δεν EENPNTAL τῶν οντῶν 
more than The Intellect does souls , or The Soul does bodies . Therefore , if The First and Divine Intellect 
μαλλον ἡ ονοὺς TOV ψυχῶν ἢ ἢ ψυχῇ τῶν OWHAT@V. OLV δι οπρῶτος και θεῖος νοὺς 
is Unparticipated , thus it is clear that The One Itself does not Co-exist-with any of The Real Beings . 
αἀμεθεκτος OLTM@SONAOV OTL τοαῦτοδν οὔδενι σύνεστιν τῶν OVTOV. 
But what is Trust ? For it appears as if Plato were condemning the argument because , as he himself 

502 Αλλα τι το πιστειῖειν ; yap δοξειξ av καταψηφιζεσθαι τοῦ λογοῦ διὰ , WG ALTOG 
says , trust by persuasion is weaker than that founded on learning . Or is The Trust such 
φησιν, τὴν TLOTEDTIKNV πειθὼ OLOAV AOVEVEOTEPAV τῆς μαθήησεῶς : ἡ εστι TO TLOTELELV τοιοῦτον 
as This not such as that we have spoken of elsewhere , as in the case of sense-perception , but such as 
τοῦτο OD OLOV EAEYOMEV EVAAAOIG <M@c> εεπι TOV αἰσθητῶν, AAA’ OLOV 
the theologians also speak of ; The Preservation of The Firm and Immutable Trust and Truth and Love 

οι θεολογοι καὶ φασι, TO φυλαττομδνον μονιμῶὼς καὶ ἀμξεταπτῶτῶς TLOTEL καληθεια καὶ EPMTL 
of Those that are First , and say that Such , Bind and Unite us to The One. So then, one must Trust 
τῶν TPOTOV , καὶ φασι TO OLOV , ODVAYELPOV και EVICOV NUAG προς TO EV . TOLVLV TLOTEDTEOV 
These Words by Employing Them Steadfastly and not in a stumbling way, but not by laying hold 


TOLOLOOE τοις AOYOIG YPOLEVOV AVTOLG μονιμῶς καὶ απταιστῶς , AAA’ Ov EMAMTOLEVOV 
of Them by way of opinion and ambiguously . But if he did speak ambiguously when he said , If one 
αὐτῶν δοξαστικῶὼς καὶ αμφιβολῶς. δὲ Et αμφιβολὼς εἰπεῖν δι 


should trust such reasoning ; there is nothing strange ; when he is attempting to hint at The Supreme 
SEL TLOTELELV TOLWOE TO AOY@ , οὐδὲν θαυμαστον : επιχειρουντι ενδεικνυσθαι την AKPOTATHV 
Hyparxis of The One , by way of Negations ; for one should not rely upon Reason to wholly comprehend 
υπαρξιν τοῦ EVOG δι᾽τῶ αποφασξεῶν : YAP οὐ SOVATOV ENLTPETELV TM AOYW τὴν OAWS TEPLANWIV 
The One ; indeed , not even The Purest Ideas of Knowledge are able to comprehend It ; since surely , 
EKELVOD, YE οὐδε OTOL αι καθαρώταται TOV γνώσεων δυναταῖι περιλαβειν ALTO : AAA’ δη 
by as much as they get nearer to It and attain to Something that is Connatural/Innate/Akin to Themselves , 
οσῶ YLYVOVTAL EYYUTEPM αὐτοῦ καὶ EMANTOVTAL τινος τῶν συγγενῶν εαῦταις 
by that much more do They find that It is comprehensible by Their own Energies , although They 
TOOOLTM μαλλον EDPLOKODOLV EKELVO OV ATEPLANTTOV ταῖς EALTWV EVEPYELAG, καν αντι- 
receive something like a Trace/Track/Clue (Phaedo 746). But because of This , whatever They See , 


—AGB@VTAL τινος ὡς ιχνοὺς >: αλλα διοτι τοῦτοῦυ O/T γνῶσει 
They have a Greater Longing , because of The Innate Travail within Them : The Inherent Yearning for 
μειζον ποθοῦσιν . διὰ τὴν συμφύῦη WSIVa αὔὕταις EVUTAPYOLOAV 


The Supereminence of The One ; but this acquaintance is always reproached , since it is inferior/deficient 


τῆς ὑπεροχῆς TOV EVOG , TOLTOD TOD γνώσθεντος καταψηφιζονται ὡς απολξιπομενου 
to The Character of That ; so that because of this there exists within us so reverend a devotion to It . 


TNS OLOTNTOG EKELVOD : ἡμῖν τοσοῦτον σεβας EYKETAL περι αὐτο. 


Parmenides : But could anything belong to That Itself which Is not , or Be of It ? 
142 δὲ QV τι OVTL τῷ TOLTM ALTM ο EOTL UN, ἢ ειη αὐτοῦ ; 
Aristoteles : How could it ? (πὼς Ka ;) 


It is clear that before everything that exists and belongs to something it must itself be ; 


δηλον ottmpotepov lav το ovtt καὶ ὑπάρχει τινι DTAPYXOV : 
for how could the non-existent bestow anything else with existence (Sophist 247) ? For this is itself 


YAP πὼς AV δύναιτο TO μὴ OV μεταδιδοναι AAA τοῦ ειναι 5 γὰρ EOTLV αὐτο 
the condition of Real-Beings . So that if it has been shown that The One is beyond Being , then nothing 


OXEOLG τῶν OVTMV : WOTE EL δεδεικται TO EV ETEKELVA TOD OVTOT , Οὔτε 
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at all would belong to It , such as a name or a rational thought , nor would there be a single thing of It , 
τι AV ὑπάρχοι αὑτῷ, OLOV ονομα και λογος ,OLTE αν En [ev] τι αὐτου, 
such as a knowledge or a perception . For if it were so , it would already be knowable and perceptible 
οἷον γνῶσις ἢ αἴσθησις: yap av ηδη ἣν γνῶστον και αιἰσθητον 
and nameable and expressible and would have a relationship with another. But that which has 
καὶ ονομᾶάστον καὶ PNTOV KO ειχε σχεσιν προς ἀλλο. δ’ το ἔχον 
ἃ relationship , has some kind of underlying Reality (Sophist 247) . For The Intelligible also has a certain 
OYECLV ἔστι OTMOODLV τῶν OVTOV :yYaP TOVONTOV KQLEXYEL τινὰ 
relation to The Intellect , according to which They are Coordinate to One Another , and so also the one 
OYEOW προς TOV νοῦν, Kad’ oO ταῦτα συντετακται αλλήηλοις, καὶ καὶ TO 
which knows to the knowledge. But That which is Transcendent over All , as it has been shown , 
ENLOTITOV προς τὴν επιστημῆν : OF το ξξηρημεξνον παντῶν, οὡς δεδεικται  , 
cannot be susceptible of even a hint of ἃ relationship to anything else . 
ETLOEYETAL OVSEMLAV εμφασιν GYEGEWG προςτα αλλα. 
But what is intended by the very precise addition of This Non-Existent ? Or how must one define 
503 Αλλα τι βουλεται λιαν ἀκριβῶς προστεθεν TO TOLT@ τῷ UN OVTL? ἢ «διοριστξεον» 
Not-Being ? For Not-Being has various meanings . For that which does not exist in any way at all , does 
TO UN ον ; γὰρ TO LN OV πολλαχῶς : γαρ TO ον μηδαμῶς 
not exist , and that which is coming into existence , Is not , and Rest and Motion Themselves , are not 
μηον , Kal TO YLYVOLEVOV OV μη. καὶ ἡ στασις καὶ ἡ κινησις μη 
Being , because of The Nature of The Other , then so also The One Itself is not Being (Sophist 255), but 
ov, δια τὴν φυσιν Oatepov , και TOEVGLTO μὴ ον . αλλ᾽ 
not everything that is not , is Unknowable and Inexpressible . Or is it not the case that Rest and Motion 
OD TAV TOUNOV EDTLAYVMOTOV καὶ APPNTOV . οὐκοῦν ἢ στασις καὶ ἡ κινησις 
and generally that which is among The Intelligibles is not unknowable ; for this is itself what Intelligible 
καὶ OAMs TO OV δν τοις VONTOLG EOTLV μη αγνῶστον : YAP τοῦτο ALTO VOTTOV 
means . But neither is that which is coming to be unknowable , for as the Timaeus says (274), that is 
λεγεται. AAA’ οὐδε το YLYVOMEVOV αγνῶστον :γαρ, ὡς ο Τιμαϊιος φησιν , sot 
the object of perception and opinion . But the unknowable of those that are not Beings are The One Itself 
αισθητον Kal δοξαστον . αλλ αγνῶστα τῶν UN οντῶν τὲ TOEV ALTO 
and that which does not exist in any way at all ; the former as Superior to All The Knowledge of Beings , 
και TO ον μηδαμῶς , TO μὲν ὡς κρειττον πάσης γνώσεως τῶν οντῶν, 
the latter as falling short of any possibility of being known . Thus , so also in the Republic (v 477), 
TO ὃὲ ὡς ANONINTOV TOD OTMOOLV ειναιγνῶστον. dE OvTw Kat εν Πολιτεια 
Socrates also called not being , that which does not exist at all , and posited it as unknowable . [Not] as 
ο Σώκρατες καὶ EAEYVE μὴ OV το ον μηδαμῶς , καὶ ETLOETO αὑτο αγνῶστον. «ὡς 
following along with that which in some way is , but in another way is not , such as the object of opinion , 
μετα το μεν πῆ ον, δὲ πῇ ον UN > οιον to δοξαστον, 
that follows after Perfect Being (Phaedo 74d) , which is also The Object of Real Knowledge . And in turn , 
TO μετα TO παντελῶς OV , OlOV καὶ TO EMLOTHTOV . καὶ αὖ 
he calls The Good not-Being as being Above-Being , since It is Beyond existence and Essential-Being 
λεγῶν το ayaBov LN ον ὡς DMEP TO OV, αὔὖὕτο ENEKELVA τοὺ ELVAL και τῆς OVOLAG 
Herself , and by being Superior to Those that are Intelligible , and by Being Above The Light of Truth 
QUTNC , και κρεῖττον τῶν νοητῶν και ὑπερ TO φῶς τῆς αληθειας 
That Joins-together The Intelligibles in Communion with The Intellect (Rep 508c) . 
TO ODVAYOV τὰ νοητὰ προς τον νοῦν . 
Therefore , that which is not is twofold and so also that which is indefinable is twofold ; and 
οῦν τομηὴηον δΔιττον και TO QOPLOTOV SUTTOV , και 
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reasonably so. For on the one hand, in the case of the soul , it is distressed by the vast-emptiness and 
εικοτῶς ᾿: γὰρ μὲν επι ἡψῦυχη ασχαλλει τῇ αχανειὰ και 
indefiniteness of the totally non-existent ; and it experiences difficulty in grasping it , and well-disposed 
504 ἀορισταὰ τοῦ μηδαμῶς OVTOG , καὶ ἀλγοῦσα EAL TN AVTIANWELALTOD, καὶ ayana 
to be ignorant of it , fearing to step out into the indefinite and empty-void. Thus, on the other hand , 
τὴν AYVOLAV EALDTNS HOBW TNS EKBADEWS εἰς TO MOPLOTOV καὶ AYOVEG : δὲ 
it mounts upwards to The Incomprehensible Super-eminence of The One , borne along in Its direction , 
ἀνιοῦσα εἰς τὴν απεριλήπτον DLTMEPOYNV TOLEVOG, HEPETAL EN’ ALTO 
on the one hand , by that Longing for Its Nature , revolving round and wanting to embrace It , 
μὲν TM ποθὼ τῆς EKELVOD φύσεως, περιτρεχοῦσα και BODAOLEVN εγκολπιζεσθαι ALTO 
being desirous with The Bloom of Love to be present with It , and by The Power of Unifying and of 
εθελουσα AKUNTHO ερῶτι TOAPELVAL αὐτῷ καὶ κατα δύναμιν ενιζουσα και 
Purifying all of its own multiplicity , in order that somehow it may become Perfectly One . Furthermore , 
καθαιϊιροῦσα παν TO EALTISG πληθος, wa TOG τῷ TEAELWON EVI : δε 
by being powerless to somehow comprehend Its Incomprehensibility or to recognize The Unknowable , 
yet advvatovoa TOG περιλαβεῖν αὐτοῦ ATEPLANTTOV ἡ YLYVMOKELV TO AYVMOTOV , 
Being-Well-Disposed by its own Procession , of The Participation of The Inexpressible Apprehension 
AYATA κατα τὴν EALTNS TPOOSOV τὴν HETODOLAG τῆς APpNtoOV συναισθησιν 
of That . For in order to detect That , the soul must coexist with That beforehand . But what does it mean 
Ekélvov : yap τὸ λαβοντι «τῷ» EOTLV ODVOV OV MPOTEPOV . OE τι 
to touch The Untouchable ? Accordingly then , The One Transcends all knowledge that is partible , and 
TO αἀπτεσθαι TOD μη ANTOD ; apa TO EV ECNPNTAL MANS YVMOEWG μεριστῆς καὶι 
all Intellection and all contact . Thus , only Unification brings us towards The One ; and this is indeed so , 
νοήσεῶς καὶ TAGNS συναφης : SE MOVOV EVHOIG προσαγει ἡμᾶς τῶξνι: καὶ τοῦτο γε 
since by being Superior to All Being , It is Unknowable , and this is why in the Letters (VII 3410) 
ὡς KPELTTOV MAVTOG TOD OVTOG, αγνῶστον , καιτοῦτο δια Ev Επιστολαις 
Plato speaks of That Learning different from all other kinds of learning . 
λεγεται EKELVO TO μαθημα ESNAAGYHEVOV TAVTOV TOV GAAA@V μαθηματῶν. 
On the one hand, such is The One , but on the other hand , that which exists in no way at all , 
μεν τοιοῦτον Kat TOvTO : δὲ TO ον μηδαμῶς : 
was unknowable , as falling away from all definition and any and all Underlying Reality . Accordingly 
NV αγνῶστον, ὡς ANONINTOV TAVTOG OPOb καὶ πᾶσῆς υποστασεῶς : apa 
then , it is ridiculous to say that because It is neither knowable nor opinable , then The One will be 
YEAOLOV AEYELV OTL ον οὔτε YVM@OTOV OvTE δοξαστον TOEV ἔσται 
the same as that which exists in no way at all ; since it cannot endure the expression of something being 
ταῦτον τῷ οντι μηδαμῶς : Yap δύνατον οὐδὲ φερειν TO τι 
applied to it , the opposite of which is nothing (Sophist eet) Thus , it is impossible to say that The One 
5048 Em’ OADTO , AVTLKELTAL ὦ το οὐδεν δὲ αδύνατον λξγειν το EV 
is nothing ; for nothing is the negation of The One as well as s of everything else , for this is not one thing . 
οὐδὲν : YAP TO οὐδεν EOTL ἀποφασις TOL EVOG καὶ προς πασι . τοῦτ’ EOTLV οὐδ᾽ EV. 
Or is it not the case , that Parmenides did not absolutely deny The One , but only The One of Being 
οὐκοῦν αὐτου οὐδὲ ATAMS ἀπεφησεν TOEV , αλλα TO EV τοὺ οντος 
as well as The Being . 
@GKQL TO OV. 


Parmenides : Accordingly then , there Is neither name , nor account , 


142 apa εστιν οὐδ᾽ ονομα οὐδὲ AOYOG 
nor any knowledge , nor perception , nor opinion , attributed to It . 
οὐδξ τις EMLOTHUN OvdE αιἰσθησις οὐδὲ δοχα αὐτῶ. 


124 


Aristoteles : Manifestly not . (datvetat ov .) 


If on the one hand , we were to section these negations into two , and say that it was brought 
Eu LIEV εθελοις τεμνειν ταῦτας TAG ἀαποφασεις S1EQ , EPELG αποφαι-- 
to light that The One is both Ineffable and Unknowable . Then if , on the other hand, we also section 
πνεταῖ OTL TO EV ELVOL καὶ APPNTOV καὶ AYVMOTOV : El og και τεμνοις 
the expressible and the knowable , and say that It is Ineffable in two ways , but Unknowable in three . 


TO PNTOV καὶ TOYV@OTOV , EPElG OTL μεναρρητον διξῶς, SE AYVMOTOTV TPLYWS . 
For all that is expressible , is expressible either by description or by name ; but the name 


yap Ilav to pyntov EOTLV PNTOV ἢ LOY® TN ονοματι: αλλα TO OVOLLO 
is more ancient , but the description is by nature secondary to the name . For on the one hand , the name 
μεν πρεσβύτερον, δὲ O AOYOG φύσει SELTEPOG TOL ονομάτος: yap LEV TO 
imitates both The Simplicity and Unity of The Real-Beings , whereas on the other hand , the description 


μιμειται TE την ἀπλοτητα καὶ την EVMOLV TOV OVTOV , δὲ ο 

imitates both Their Multitude and Their Variety . Hence on the one hand , Their name also imitates Their 
TE TO πληθος και τὴν ποικιλιαν: =o LEV TO OVOLLO και 

Unity , by signifying The Whole Underlying-Reality , at-once ; but on the other hand , the description 


δεν, σημαῖνον TO πᾶν ὈὉποκειμᾶνον ομοῦ, δὲ 0 λογος 
circles round The Essential Being of That Resource, by unfolding Its Multitude . And so on the one hand , 


περιθει τὴν OLOLAV TOD πραγματος, AVEALTTOV αὐτῆς το πληθος. και μὲν 
the name and the description , Originate from The Limit of The Intelligibles , but on the other hand , 


TO ονομὰ καὶ 0 AOYOG APYETAL απο τοὺ MEPATOG τῶν νοητῶν, δὲ 
The Hidden/Secret Aspects of The Intelligibles , which are United with The One , and with It , 


τὰ KPLOLA συνηνώμενα τῶξνι καὶ αὐτῷ 
are Confined in God Nourished Silence ; Imitating The Ineffability and The Unspeakable Aspect 
KOTEXETAL TH θεοθρεμμονι OLYN , μιμουμενα TO APPNTOV και το αφθεγκτον 
of The One , which is surely The Silence Established Above both The Intellection and The Knowledge 


TOD EVOG, OF0TLdN της σίγης υὑπεριδρύμενον καὶ τῆς νοησεῶς καὶ TNS γνώσεως 
belonging to The Real-Beings of The Same Genera . 


τοις ODOL συμφυλου. 
Then in turn that which is knowable is either perceptible or opinable or knowable . For 


505 Παλιν το γνῶστον «ἡ αιἰσθήτον;» ἡ δοξαστον ἡ EXLOTNTOV . γὰρ 
all cognition is either irrational or rational and is itself twofold ; either by proceeding according to Causes 
πασα γνῶσις EGTLV NTOL ἀλογος ἡ KATA λογον, καὶ αὑτὴ διχῶς: ἢ κατ᾽ αἰτιαν 
or without Causes . So thus , three kinds of cognition exist in us ; perception , opinion , and knowledge . 


ἢ AVED QITIAG. TOLVLV  TPLTTN ἡ γνῶσις EV ἡμῖν : ἡ αἰσθητικὴ ἡ δοξαστική ἡ ETLOTHHOVIKN , 
And so that which is completely unknowable by us is neither knowable nor opinable nor perceptible . 


MOTE το παντελῶς αγνῶστον ἡμῖν EOTLV OLTE επιστητον οὔτε δοξαστον οὔτε αἰσθητον. 
Then starting from the kinds of cognition in us , we must also grasp their Wholeness , in order that 


δὲ απο τῶν γνώσεων δν ἡμῖν καὶ λήηπτεον αὑτῶν τας ολοτητας, Iva 
we may also see that all that is known is being denied of The One. For how perceptible is That which is 


και ᾿τδῶμεν πασαν τὴν γνῶσιν ATOPACLEVHV TOD EVOG: γὰρ πῶς αἴσθητον το 
Beyond All The Real-Beings ? How then, could That which is not , be opinable in one way , but not 


ETEKELVA TAVTOV TOV οντῶν ; πῶς dE το ον μη δοξαστον mn μενον, μηον 
in another way ? How then , can That which has no cause be knowable ? Accordingly then, it is rightly 
πῇ O€ 5 TMs δὲ TO ἔχον LUN AITLAV ETLOTNTOV ; apa ορθως 
said in the Letters (VII 341c) , as we have also said , that That is to be specified in a different way ; from 
λεγεται ev Επιστολαις , OTEP καὶ εἰπομὲν, OTL EKELVO ρῆτον αλλον TPOTOV, EK 
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being in Deep Communion with It , a Divine Light is enkindled in us , Through which there comes about , 


πολλῆς συνοῦσιας περι ALTO θειοὺ b@TOG εξαφθντος EV ἡμιν, δι᾿ οὐ γιγνεται 
That Unific-Perception , in the way which is possible for us ; that is , by means of our Most Divine Part 


/y συναισθησις TOV τροπον SLVATOV ἡμῖν, κατα ἡμῶν θειοτάατον TO 
we Participate of That . But That Part which is Most Divine , of those in us , is the One in us , which 
μετεχοντῶν αὐτοῦ: δε το θειοτατον τῶν EV ἡμῖν το EV ο 
Socrates called The Illumination of the soul , just as he called The Truth Itself The Light - for This 
ο LOKPATNHS EKAAEL τὴν EAAQUYLV της ψυχης, ὥσπερ τὴν αληθειαν αὐτὴν φως -- yap 
Light is Itself Intelligible - in order that , if it is Lawful to say, here also , like is indeed knowable by like ; 
φῶς καὶ αὑτη νοῆτον --. ινὰ ξιθεμῖς ειπειν, ἐνταῦθα καὶ TO ὁμοῖον ἡ YV@OTOV TH ομοιῶ, 
just as the sensible by sensation , as the opinable by opinion , as the knowable by knowledge , so also 


ὡς TO ALGONTOV TH ALGONOEL, ὡς TO δοξαστον TH 50EN , ὡς TO ENLOTNTOV TH ENLOTHUN , OVTO 
The One by the One in us , and by The Brightness of Its Light , It is The Cause of All The Real-Beings , 

TO EV τῷ EV1 καὶ τῇ αὐγή TO τοῦ φῶτος αἴτιον πασι τοις OLOL, 
through which , all Participate of The One . 


dU OD παντα HETEXEL TOD EVOG. 
Take then , not only the perception in us , but also that of The Spirits Themselves , 


506 Λαμβανε τοινὺν μὴ μονον τὴν αἴσθησιν EV ἡμιν, αλλα καὶ τὴν TOV SALLOVOV αὐτῶν 
and That of The En-Kosmic Gods , and That Itself of The Sun , and That in The Liberated Gods , and 


καὶ τὴν τῶν εγκοσμιὼν θεῶν καὶ τὴν αὐτὴν NALAKNV καὶ τὴν EV τοις AMOADTOIC θεοις KAI 
That in The Assimilative Gods, and That of The Very Source of Perception , mean The Demiurgic One . 
τὴν EV τοις αφομοιῶώτικοις καὶ τὴν ALTHV πηγὴν τῆς ἀαἰσθησεῶς, δλεγῶ τὴν δημιουργικῆν : 
For He Contains The Intelligibles with Intellect , but He Leads The Kosmos with perception , according 
yap κατξχξι τὰ νοητὰ vo , δ’ ἐπάγει κοσμιοις αἴσθησιν κατα 

to The (Chaldean) Oracle (Frag 8) . Therefore , by considering This Whole Series which springs from 


το λογιον > ODV σκοπῶν TALTHV πασαν CELPAV απο 
The Source of Perception , you will find not one of them that recognizes The One . Therefore , just as in 


τὴν πηγαιας τῆς ALGONGEWS ELVPNOELG ODSELLAV αὐτῶν YLYVMOKOVOGYV TO EV: ODV παρ᾽ 
Homer , on the one hand , Zeus is said to be Invisible even to The Perception of The Sun , which 


Ounpo μεν ο Ζευς λεγεται ELVAL ἀορατος LTO τῆς αἰσθήησεῶς NALAKNS : OD περ 
Sun also shoots forth The Most Penetrating Rays (Iliad 14.343- Ἢ; so also on the other hand , Plato says 


«Ήελιρος τε καὶ TEAETAL οξύτατον φαος δε ο Titers φησιν 
that The One is recognized by no perception , for he says , none of The Real-Beings perceive It , 


TO EV γιγνώσκεσθαι ὑπ OVSELLAG CLOGONOEDS : YAP φησιν οὐδὲν TOV OVTO@V ALOVAVETAL αὐτου, 
clearly meaning that not even The Divine Perception , nor according to The Cause of Perception that is in 

δηλῶν μητε τὴν θειαν αισθησιν μητε κατ᾽ αἰτιὰν τὴν οὐσαν EV 
The Divine Intellect that is Coordinate with The Knowledge in That ; Accordingly then , neither does 

TO ELM VO VTMAPYELV GVOTOLYOV γνῶσιν εκεινω: apa οὐδ᾽’ 
The Demiurgic Perception Perceive The One ; for This is Itself also The Perception of The Real-Beings . 
η δημιουργικὴ αἴσθησις αἰσθανεταῖι TOLD EVOG : YAP ἐστιν αὑτῇ KALI TOV οντῶν. 
Now then, in the second place let us first look at the opinion in us , then at that in the 

506a TOWDV Δεύτερον πρῶτον OPA τῆν δοξαν εν ἡμῖν, ELTA τὴν EV τοις 
Spirits , then that in The Angels , then that in The En-Kosmic Gods , then that of The Liberated Gods 
δαιμοσιν ,ELTH τῆν EV τοις αγγξλοις ,ELTA τὴν EV τοις EYKOOLILOLG θεοις ,E1TA τὴν TOV ATOADTOV— 
(for inasmuch as They grasp The All , They also possess The Rational Sources of perceptible objects) , 
YAP KAO’ OGOV οὔτοι ANTOVTAL TOD παντος, καὶ ἐχοῦσι τοὺς λογοὺς τῶν ALGONTOV- , 
then that of The Assimilative Gods -for The Causes of The En-Kosmic Gods are in These - and finally , 
ELTA τὴν τῶν αφομοιωτικῶν -γαρ αἴτιαι τῶν εγκοσμιῶν εἰσι καὶ EV τουτοις- καὶ τελευταῖον 
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The Demiurgic One ; for It is Itself The Source of all opinion , and is The Primary Cause of those that 
τὴν δημιουργικὴν YAP ἐστι αὑτῇ πηγή TaoNHSs δοπξης, ἡ πρῶτος αἴτια τῶν πραγματῶν 
exist in the Kosmos , and The Circle of The Other (Tim 36.) Subsists from This . Now then , by inspecting 
EV TM KOOH®@, καὶ OKDKAOG θατερου Ὀφεστηκε ATO TALTNG: τοινῦν θεώρησας 
this whole series , let it be assumed that The One is Unknowable to all forms of opinion . 
ταῦτην πασαν τῆν GELPAV TLOEL TO EV ELVAL ἀγνῶστον KATA TAGAV δοχαν. 
So then knowledge remains , not only that which is peculiarly in us ; for it is particular 
TOLVDV ETLOTHUNV Λοιπὸν LN μονον τὴν LONG EV ἡμῖν — yap μερικῃ | 
and there is nothing venerable about it , if it does not recognize The One , then also The Knowledge 
και ovdev σεμνον ALTN δι ALT] OV γιγνώσκει TO EV—, αλλα καὶ τὴν ENLOTHUNV 
of The Spirits , through which They Behold The Real Beings , and That of The Angels , through which 
δαϊιμονιαν δι᾽ ἧς θεῶνται ταοντα , καὶ τῆν αγγελικὴν δι᾽ nS 
They Intellectually Know Those that are Prior to Them , and That of The En-Kosmic Gods , by which 
νοοῦσι τὰ προ αὐτῶν, καὶ τὴν τῶν εγκοσμιῶν θεῶν δι᾽ ἧς 
They Follow Their Liberated Leaders ; and That of The Liberated Gods Themselves , by means of which 
EDETMOVTAL τοις ATOADVTOIG NYEMOOL , καὶ τὴν TOV ATOADTOV αὐτῶν καθ’ ἣν 
They Energize in a Liberated/Unpolluted Way about The Intelligible Realm ; and Higher still , That of 
EVEPYODOL ATOADTOS περι TO VOTTOV , KALAV@TEP® τὴν 
The Assimilative Gods , through which They are The First to Assimilate Themselves to The Intellectual 
TOV αφομοιωτικὼῶν δι᾽ nS πρώτως αφομοιουσι ξεαύτους τοῖς νοεροιῖς 
Gods ; and besides These , there is still The Source Knowledge which is United to The Intelligibles 
θεοις, καὶ προς TAVTAIG ETL τὴν ANYALAV ENLOTHUNV ηνώμεξνην τοις VONTOIG 
Themselves , which the Phaedrus (247d) also calls Knowledge Itself ; and Above All These , there is The 
αὐτοις, NV O Φαιδρος καὶ προσηγορεῦος AVTOEMLOTHUNV , καὶ Ὁπὲερ πασας τὴν 
Intelligible Knowledge which Remains in The Innermost Sanctuary of Being Herself , which is Hidden 
νοῆτον γνῶσιν μενοῦσαν EV ενδον τῷ αδυτῷ TOD OVTOG , OLOAV κρυφιαν 
and Unutterable . And by considering all these Knowledges and Intellections of Being , you will see 
507 καὶ ἀαφθεγκτον. καὶ θεώρησας ANAGASG ταῦτας τας γνώσεις καὶ τας νοησεῖς TOD OVTOG , OWEL 
that They All fall short of The One. For They are all Knowledges of Being and not of The One. But 
AVTAG TAGAG απολειπομενας TOD EVOG : γὰρ εἰσι πασαι TOD οντος καὶ οὐ τοῦ EvOG: dE 
the argument has shown that The One is Above Being . So then all cognition , whether by knowledge , 
ολογος ἔδειξεν TO EV Ὁπὲερ TO OV. TOLVDV πασα γνῶσις. ElT’ επιστημονικη 
or by opinion , or by perception , it is of something that is secondary and not of The One . 
elte δοξαστικη Et αἰσθητικὴ, EOTL τινος OELTEPOD καιουτοῦενος. 
Since it has also been said that <The One is Inexpressible ; how then can It be given 
δὲ kat Ετρηται OTL < TOEV E0TLAPPNTOV: πῶς γ γαρ av Ein 
the name of The One ; for every name is composed out of both letters and syllables , from which 
ονομα TOD EVOG ; YAP παν οναμα συγκξιται EK TE γραμματῶν καὶ» συλλαβῶν ὧν 
it is clear that every name is that which is entirely nameable ; .. . thus in this way and even more so , 
δηλοι EKQOTOV TO παντωςονομαστον : δὲ οὕτω καὶ ETL UGAAOV 
The One is Inexpressible to the reason that runs-round the many . Therefore , names are either human 
TO EV EOTLV APPNTOV τῷ λογὼ περιθξοντι TA MOAAG . ODV τὰ OVOHATA EOTLV E1T’ AVOPOTIVA 
or Spiritual or Angelic or Divine —and since there are also Such Names , just as the Cratylus says (400d) , 
εἰτε δαϊμονια ELTE CLYYEALKO ETE DEL --καὶ γὰρ ἐστιν καὶ τοιαῦτα OVOLLATA , καθαπερ O Κρατυλος φησιν, 
through which The Gods somehow address Each Other , and in the Phaedrus (2550) the Divinely Inspired 


δι᾽ ὧν οι θεοι πῶς καλοῦσιν ἀλλήλους, καὶ εν TO Daldpwo ο εδνθουσιαζῶν 
Socrates himself says , “whom Zeus named Yearning/Addiction/Longing when He was in love with Ganymede” . 
LOKPATYS (ALTOS εστιν O λεγῶν : OV Ζεὺς <@VOLLAGE LLEPOV> δρῶν Γανυμηδους), 
td 
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And the Timaeus (36c) says , The Demiurge assigned the name of The Same to The One Revolution , but 
καὶ ο Τιμαιος φησι τον δημιοῦργον επιφημισαι ταῦτου τῆν μὲν TEplbopav dE 
That of The Other to the other one . For as I believe , it is clear through these passages that they also agree 
τὴν θατερου : γὰρ ὡς οιμαι, δηλοῦσι δια τοῦτῶν και 
with those theologians , that there is also an Order of Divine Names . All these belong to Those that 
μετα ALTOL TOV θεολογῶν ELVALL καὶ τινα TAELV TOV DELWV OVOLATOV—. TAVTA ταῦτα EOTLV TOV 
follow after The One , but not to The One Itself . For no attribute belonging to the others applies to 
5078 μετὰ TO EV, AAA’ οὐκ] TOD EVOG αὑτοῦ γὰρ οὐδὲν TPOONKEL τῶν AAA@V TO 
The One . For they are all inferior and fall short of Its Transcendence and Its Super-eminence . For what 
EVL : YAP EOTL παντα KATASEEOTEPOH καὶ απολειπεται αὐτοῦ τῆς EENPNLEVNS αὐτοῦ ὑπεροχῆς : γὰρ TL 
could be made commensurable with That , since It is not one of The Real Beings , since It is Beyond 


QV YEVOLTO σύμμετρον EKELVO, οντι οὐδεν τῶν οντῶν, τῷ EMEKELVA 
All of Them alike ? For those which are commensurable to something , are thus more related to some 
παντῶν ομοιῶς ; YAP ταῦτα οἷς EOTL σύμμετρον τι , EOTIV OLKELOTEPM τοῖς LEV , 
but less related to others ; but The One Transcends All equally . Accordingly then , none of Those that 
ανοικειοτερα τοῖς OE : SE TO EV EENPNTAL παντῶν ομοιῶς:: apa οὐδεν τῶν 
come after It are commensurable , nor related , nor comparable to Its Nature . Thus , every name 


LET’? ALTO ἔστιν σύμμετρον οὐδὲ προσῆκον οὐδὲ σύμβλητον αὐτῷ φυσει. dE παν OVOLA 
that is said to correctly apply by nature , is also related to that which is named and is the logical image 
EYOLEVOV KUPLOG φυσει MPOONKEL TO ονομάστῶ καὶ ἔστιν λογικὴ ELK@V 
of that object . 
TOD πραγματος. 
Accordingly then , there is not any name for The One , but as someone said , It is even 
apa EOTLODK TLOVOHO TOD EVOG , AAA’ ὡς τις φησι, ALTO και 
Above the breath itself . Thus on the one hand , The First (The One that Is) of Those that Proceed from It , 
vmEp τοασθμα LEV: δε LEV TO πρῶτον TOV εξ  avtov 
is clearly represented by the rough breathing by which we utter The “sv (One) , being Itself also 
δηλοῦται δια τοὺ ασματος, μεθ’ οὐ EKM@VOLLEV TO EV LTAPYOV ALTO και 
Inexpressible , just as the breathing is also silent . But on the other hand , that which is secondary 
ἄρρητον, ὥσπερ TO ασθμα καὶ OLYMLEVOV , δὲ το δεύτερον 
is represented by the expressible vowel ¢ which now becomes utterable along with the breath , and it (8) 
δια TOD ρητου <E> non YEVOLHEVOD μετα TOD AGUATOG , καὶ ALTO 
now becomes both expressible and inexpressible , being both silent and at the same time articulate - for 
NON YEVOLEVOV ρήτον και GAPPNTOV, ὑπαρχον καὶ σιγῶμξνον καὶ ALA φθεγκτον — γὰρ 
The Procession of The Second Order has to be through mediation-. But third is the “ev which contains 
τὴν υὑφεσιν τουτῶν δειν ELVAL δια μεσοτήητος —: SE το τρῖτον EOTL TO EV O EXEL 
the inarticulate breathing and the articulate force of e and the letter that goes with this ; the consonant n , 
καὶ TO APPNTOV TO ασθμα καὶ τὴν PITHV δυναμῖν τοὺ E καὶ TO GOLYELOV προς TOLT® «ν» 
by which the rough breathing imitates in a converse way The Inexpressible according to The Innate Order 


δια TOD ἀσματος HLILLOLHEVOV τὴν επιστροφὴην το APPNTOV κατα τὴν OLKELAV TAELV 
of The Kosmos . And The Whole Triad (ev) is formed in this way : since Prior to This is The Dyad , but 
καὶ TO OAOV TPLAG εστι : @G προαῦτου το dvac, dE 


The Monad is Beyond This . But The First Cause is Beyond All , and not only Beyond This 
TO μονας ETEKELVA TOLTOD . SOE TO πρῶτον ETEKELVA παντῶν καὶ οὐ HOVOV EMEKELVA TNS TALTNS 
Triad , being The First that comes after It . 
TPLASOG , OLONS TPWTNS μετ’ ALTO. 

Therefore on the one hand , this is the context of his argument , from which he produces 
508 οῦν LEV Ταῦτα EKELVOD O λογος απο παραγῶν 
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The Triad by means of The Names of The First Cause. And while the man himself ,is theologizing 
τὴν TPLASA δια TMV ονοματῶν τοὺ πρώτου : και ο ἀνήρ οὗτος θεολογῶν 
about These , he is only looking towards the very first development of names , and by positing that One 
ταῦτα μονὴν ATEBAEME προς τὴν AVTNV πρώτην TAPAYOYNV TOV OVOLLATOV , και TIBELIEVOG TO EV 
is The Very First of Names , and This One , is Subordinate to The Simplicity of The One , by uncovering 
TO πρώτιστον τῶν OVOLATOV , καὶ τοῦτο LPELLEVOV TNS AMTAOTNTOG TOD EVOG OVEDPOV 
Those Names that can be Named solely by The Intellection Itself , but on the one hand , before 
TOV ονοματοθετῶν μονὴν κατα τὴν VONOLV αὑτὴν, μεν προτερον 
he takes-up the two that are expressible , on the other hand , he posits before These , in the third place , 
παραλαβοντῶν δὺο ρητα : δε προσθεντῶν τοῦτοις εκ τριτῶν 
That Breath , that Is The Silent Symbol of The Hyparxis . 
τοασθμα, ον σιγη σύμβολον THs LTAPEEs . 
Thus it appears that we must first enquire how this is the case ; that no name of The One is 
de Δοκδι πρῶτον ζηήτητεον πῶς τοῦτο ElVAL οὐδεν ονομα τοῦ EVOG EOTL 
whatever we speak . Therefore , on the one hand, we shall learn that if names are natural ,then there is no 
O τι καλοῦμεν. ObV μεν αν μαθοιμεν OTL EL TA ονοματα φύσει, EOTLV οὐδεν 
name of The First Cause , not even this itself : one , by bearing in mind that everything that is by nature 
OVOHO  TOLUTMPM@TOL , οὔδετοῦτο ALTO EV, EVVONOUVTEG OTL παν ον φύσει 
the name of something , must be that which is innately acquainted with the object named , either by 
TO OVOUG τινος. , GAVAYKALOV OV OlkEelov γνώριζειν τῷ OVOHACTO , 1 | dV 
analysis into simple names , or by reduction to its letters . But if this is so , then without a doubt The One 
αναλύσεῶς ETL TA ATA OVOHATA , ἡ δι’ AVvaywyNs επι TA στοιχεια.. SE ELTODTO ,SNTOL το ὃν 
must be reduced to Its letters ; since surely it cannot be analyzed into another simpler name . Accordingly 
OVEKTEOV ETL TA OTOLYELA: yap dy ov επ’ ἀλλο ἁπλούστερον OVO: apa 
then the letters/elements of which It is composed , will have to resemble something of the nature of That . 
τὰ OTOLYELA ὧν ἔστιν εξ; , AVAYKN απεικονιζεσθαι TL TNS φύσεως EKELVOD . 
Therefore , everything will imitate something else , and in this way , The First Cause will not be One . 
ODV EKQOTOV μιμσεται τι ἀλλο, και οὕτω τοπρῶτον ODLK EOTALEV: 
Accordingly then , if there is a name of It , then The One will not be One . 
apa El ἐστιν ονομα αὐτου, TO EV ανουκξιὴ EV. 
Therefore on the one hand , this has been conformably shown according to the rules about 
οῦν μεν Τοῦτο ομολογουμξνῶὼς SESELKTAL τοῖς κανοσι περι 
names which are laid-down in the Cratylus (3906). But on the other hand , one must inquire how it is 
τῶν ονοματῶν κειμένοις eV KpatvA@ : δὲ Cntnteov πῶς 
that we nevertheless call It One , when It is Wholly Unnamable ? Or we should rather say , that it is not 
ομῶς καλοῦμεν EKELVO EV τοον OAWG μη ονομαστον. n οὐκ 
The One that we call in this way when we use the name , but the conception of the One which is in us ? 
EKELVO καλοῦμεν ODLTWS OVOHACOVTEG «ἀλλα τὴν EVVOLAV TOD EVOG EVTLIV ; 
For All The Beings Long after The First Cause , including Those that are Intellectual , and the psychical 
509 yap παντα TA OVTA EDLETAL τῆς TPWTLIOTNS QITIAG καὶ τὰ νοερὰ και τὰ ψυχικα 
and both the animate and the inanimate and the very matter that is related to these ; according to nature , 
και τὰ ἐμψυχα και TAQAYWOYA καὶ ἡ αὔτη LAH προς τοῦτοις: κατα φυσιν 
are all in labor-pains in regards to It . According to which , that also shows us that the preference for The 
καὶ EXEL ὠδινα περιαῦτην, kad’ o KQKELO SELKVULEV OTL EAELV (aipew) το 
One does not come from knowledge , for that which does not long for knowledge can have no share of it , 
εν ODKEOTL δια YVM@OEWS: YAP TO OD EMLETO γνώσεως AV καὶ ἀμοιρον αὐτου, 
whereas everything of itself is naturally in labor-pains in regards to The One , so surely then so also the 
og παντα το QLTOOLY EXEL ὠδινα περι τοξν, Ka on καὶ ἢ 
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soul ; for what else is the One in us , other than the energy and the impulse of that labor pain/longing ? 
ψύχη : YAP TL αλλο EOTL TO EV TO EV ἡμῖν ἢ ἢ δνεργεια καὶ ETLBOAN τῆς ταῦτης ὠδινος ; 
Therefore , This Inner Vision of the One, is a projection and as it were , a manifestation of the One in us , 
ODLV ταῦτην τὴν EVSOV EVVOLEV TOD EVOG , οὐσαν TPOBOANV και OLOV εκφανσιν TOD EVOG EV ἡμῖν, 
that we thus name the One . Therefore , The One Itself is not nameable , but the One in us is. Thus , 
οὔτως OVOHACOMEV TO EV. ObV EKELVO οὐκ ονομᾶάστον, CAAA TO EVEV IV : «(Os 
by means of This , by being that which is most appropriate to The First Itself , we speak of That One , 
δια τούτου OG OLKELOTATOD τῷ TPWTM αὑτῷ ASYOLEV περι EKELVOD 

and we demonstrate It to those of kindred souls . 
καὶ δνδεικνυμεθα τοις συγγενεσιν 

And since there are twofold energies in us , the one being appetitive , but the other 

Kat yap ovons διττῆς τῆς ἐνεργεῖας EV ἡμῖν. τῆς μεν ορεκτικῆς, τῆς OE 
being attentive , and the former being also implanted in those beings that are inferior to us , but the latter 





MPOOEKTIKNSG , και τῆς HEV και εδμφυομενης τοις μεθ’ Nas, τῆς δὲ 
only exist in those that are able to pay attention to their own appetites , for without a doubt , on the one 
μονον τοῖς δυναμένοις MPOOEXELV ταῖς EALTWV ορεξεσιν, δήπου μεν 


hand , the activity that is common to all , may not be absent from our own souls , but it is responsive 


τὴν οὐσαν κοινὴν παντῶν E5E1l μηδε ATOAELTELV τὴν NVETEPAV WOYNV , AAA ELvaL TPOYELPOV 
to the energies that also concern The First Cause , and because of this , the Love of the One in us 


ταῖς EVEPYELAG KOL περι TO TMPOTOV, καὶ δια τοῦτο TOV EPHTA TOD EVOG ἡμῖν 
must be Inextinguishable , and yet Incomprehensible and indeed Unknowable , but that which is attentive 


509a ὑπαρχειν ἀσβεστον, καν απεριλήπτον καὶ ἢ ayv@otov, S€& τὴν TPODEKTIKNV 


slips-away and falls-short when It encounters those that are unknowable. And so because of this , 
εξολισθανειν καὶ EKAELMELV ποτε επιβαλλουσιν τοις LYVWOTOIG : και δια τοῦτο 
there exists both The Silent Intellection that is Prior to that which is spoken , and also the Longing that is 

ElVOL = KALTNV OLYMLEVTV νοησιν προ τῆς λεκτικῆς | καὶ τῆν Ἔφεσιν 
borne Prior to every Intellection ; Prior that is , to both Those that are Inexpressible , as well as to Those 
δποχουμενὴν TPO TAGS VONOEWS αἀνεκφαντον (inexpressible) και τοις 
that have no share of Intelligence . 

αμοιροις VONOEDS . 


Why then , they say , do we name the Labor-pains for It , One , and not something else Ὁ 
ALO TLODV , φασι, ονομαζομεν τὴν «ὠδινα» περι αὑτοῦ EV, AAA’ οὐκ TL AAAO ; 
Because , I should say , this One is The Most Venerable of all Those we know in us. For everything 
διοτι φησῶ. τοῦτο TO EV EOTL σεμνοτατον TAVTOV TOV YVOPILLOV [EV] ἡμῖν : yap TAVTA 
is Preserved and Perfected by means of their innate Unity , but they dissolve and become less perfect 
OMCETAL καὶ τελειοῦται δια τῆς OLKELAG EVMOEMS , δὲ ἀπολλῦται καὶ γιγνεται ατελεστερα 
as they move away from Their Own Unification and move further away from the One ; and in this way 
παρηρημξναίπαρ-αιρεω) ELG TNS EAVTA OLVVELGEWS καὶ αφιστάμενα TOD EVOG: καὶ ODTH 
the bodies that are disintegrated perish , and the souls which multiply their own powers , die 
TOA σώματα διεσπαρμενα απολλυται, καὶ αἱ ψυχαι πληθυουσαι TAG EALT@V δυναμεις ἀαποθνησκουσιν 
their own “death” (Rep Χ 6080) ; whereas they revive by re-integrating themselves and by flying 
TOV OLKELOV θανατον ; δε AVAPLMOKOVTAL συλλεγοῦσαι EALTAG καὶ AVASEDYOVGAL 
back again to the One , from their partibility and from the dispersal of their powers . 
παλιν εἰς TOEV AMO TOD μερισμοῦ καὶ TOD σκεδασμοῦ TOV δυναμεῶν. 
Surely then , for that reason , The One is The Most Venerable , by being The Perfective 


δη οὖν Διοτι το EV σεμνοτατον ὑπάρχον TEAELWTLKOV 
and The Preservative Cause of All The Real-Beings , surely then , because of this , we name the 
KOU GWOTLKOV ATAVTOV TOV OVTOV , én δια τοῦτο δβκαλεσαμεν τὴν 
π| 
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conception from us about The First Cause in this way , and because we noticed that on the one hand , not 
EVVOLAV παρ᾽ ἡμῖν περι τοῦ TPWTOD OvLTMS , καὶ SLOTL ορῶμεν μεν ov 
everything participates of all the others , and not even if you mention Existence Itself -for there are some 
TOVTO LETEYOVTA TOV AAAOV , καν ειπῆς το ον αὐτο -γὰρ ἔστι τι 
things that in-themselves have no Being and no Underlying-Reality- , but on the other hand , much more 
καθ᾽ αὐτο μηον Kal ανουσιον- , δε πολλῷ TAEOV 
50, neither does everything participate of Life or Intellect or Rest or Motion , but everything participates 
ov παντα METEYEL CONG καὶ VOL καὶ OTADEMSG καὶ κινησεῶς, SE TAVTA 
of The One . And since even if you mention The Multitude , neither can This Subsist without also 
TOD EVOG , καιγὰαρ καν εἰπῆς TO πληθος, οὐδὲ SUVATOV τοῦτο υφιστασθαι μη και 
having a share of some kind of Unity . For on the one hand , no Multitude can be infinite/Unlimited , 
λαχον ἡντινοῦν ενῶσιν : YAP LEV οὐκ πληθος αν En απειρον, 
so that if a multitude comes to be , it will be finite/Limited . But on the other hand , a Limited Multitude 
ὥστ’ εἰ πλῆθος YEVOITO , ἔσται MEMEPAOLEVOV : δὲ πεπερασμενον πληθος 
is a Number , but a Number is a certain Unit . For Three or Four and each of the Numbers 
510 αριθμος : δὲ ἀριθμος EOTIV TL EV: YAP N TPLASG και ἡ τετρας καὶ EKAOTOG TOV APLOL@V 
is a certain Unity . For on the one hand, It is not a Monad , whereas on the other hand, It is entirely a 
εστι τι EVOG: YAP μεν EOTO μημονας, δὲ ἔστιν παντὼῶς 
Unity , for It is a Species, and a Species Always Participates of Its Unity , for It is Unific of Its Members . 
EVAG: YAP ἔστι El60G : dE TOEIOOG CEL LETEXEL τῆς ἔναδος : γὰρ EVOTOLOS αὑτῇ τῶν μερῶν. 
Or how could we say that on the one hand , Three is One Number , whereas Four is Another , if They 
ἡ πῶς AEsyopEv μεν TO τρια αλλον ἀαριθμον, δε τὰ TETAPA αλλον, EL 
were not thoroughly distinct from Each other by Their Own Innate Unity ? Then everything indeed 
μη διακρινοιντο αλληήλων ταῖς οἴκειας δνασιν ; γοῦν παντα 
Participates of a certain Unity , so that because of this also , The One appears to be The Most Venerable . 
UETEYEL τινος EVvOG, ὥστε δια TOLDTO KML TO EV SOKEL σεμνοτατον : 
Accordingly then , it was reasonable that we posited this name of One , to the conception in us of The 
apa ELKOTWG ετιθεμεθα ταῦτην τὴν ENWVOLLAV EV τῇ ἔννοια ὃν ἡμῖν TOD 
First Cause . Therefore , by knowing that The One is Common to All and Preservative of All , from this , 
πρώτου. OvV ELOOTEG TO EV KOLVOV παντῶν καὶ σῶώστικον TAVTOV , ATO TOLTM@V 
we have named It That which is The Cause and The Object of Desire for all. For It had to be Named 
EKQAODLEV ALTO το αἴτιον καὶι ἔφετον πασιν: YAP ALTO 8δει 
either after All those that bear their name from It (One) , or after Those that are proximate after It . 
ἢ απο TAVTOV HEPELV TA ονοματα ET’ ADTO Ἢ AMO τῶν προσεχῶς μετ’ αὐτο: 
Accordingly then , one must name It The One, after All . 
apa OVOHQOTEOV ALTO TO EV απο TAVTOV . 
Therefore , for what reason do we not say that the other names are also names of the 
OvV τι Διὰ Ov ASYOHEV TOAAG ονοματα ειναι και ονοματα TOV 
concepts in us , and not of The Resources Themselves ; such as of Intellect , The Intelligible , and Each 
EVVOLOV EV ἡμῖν καὶ οὐκ τῶν πραγματῶν αὐτῶν, οἷον vous , VONTOV ~—_, EKAOTOV 
of Those such as These ? I would say , that since the concepts of Those Others , are , on the one hand , 
τῶν TOLOVTOV  ; onow , OTL, OLEVVOLAL τῶν αλλῶν εἰσιν] LIEV 
cognitive of which they are concepts , and so They arise in us in a cognitive way ; and for this reason , 
YVMOTIKAL WV EKELVOWV ELOLV EVVOLOL , καὶ ἀνεγειροῦνται EV ἡμῖν YVMOTIKM@G: καὶ διο 
sometimes , but not always , they are projected into language . But the concept and the apprehension 
ποτ ,QAA’ οὐκ GEL προβεβληνται : δ᾽’ ἡξννοια καὶ KATAANWIC 
of the One is a natural growth , and does not arise as an Insight or an Intellection . Thus on the one hand , 
TOD EVOG ἔστι ALTOMLIG και ov κατ᾽ ἐπιβολὴν καὶ γνῶσιν : οὖν LEV 
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since Those are Intellections that Co-Subsist with Their Objects and have The Power to name Them -for 
ὡς EKELVAL OLOAL γνῶσεις συνυπαρχοῦσι τοις YV@OTOIG καὶ δυναται OVOHACELV ALTA -γὰρ 
They are somehow Comprehended by Them . However , this conception is neither cognitive , nor is it 
EOTLV πῶς TEPLANTTA avtatc—, dE αὐτὴ OVO οὔτε YVMOTIKN οὔτε 
Comprehensive of The One , but is a Naturally arising Energy and Desire of the One (in us) . Thus it is 
περιλαμβανοῦυσα TOEV  EOTIV AVTOOVIG EVEPYELA καὶ EMEGIG TOL EVOG . δὲ 
clear , that Everything has an appetitive desire of the One ; but if it were of that which is knowable , 
δηλοι AAVTOG OLOM OPEKTIKN εφεσις TOD EvOG: δὲ ει NV YV@OTOV ; 
then , it would only be the object of desire to the cognitive powers , and not to Those that have no share 
511 av povais nv EMETOV ταῖς γνώστικαις δῦυναμεσιν, OD ταῖς αμοιροις 
of knowledge ; from which it is also clear that The One and The Good are The Same . For Each One 
γνώσεως: 0) και δηλον OTL το EV καὶ TO AYADOV EOTL ταῦτον : YAP EKATEPOV 
is The Object of Desire for all , just as that which is in no way One and evil is that which all flee . 
EOTLV EETOV πασιν, ὥσπερ TAGLTO μηδ᾽’ EV καὶ κακον TO TOOL φεῦκτον : 
And since if The One is one and The Good another , then either They will be two causes , or if The One is 
καὶ γὰρ El TO EV EOTLV αλλο καὶ το ayaBov <aAAo>, ἢ ἔσονται δυο APYAL : ἢ El TO EV 
prior to The Good , how can the desire of the One not be more than the desire of the Good ? But how 
προ tov ἀγαθοῦ, πῶς NEbEDIGTOVEVOG OD EOTIV μαλλον ἢ tov ἀγαθοῦ ; dE πῶς 
can it be Superior , if it is not Good ? Or if The Good is prior The One , by being not-One , it will be 
KPELTTOV TO μη ayabov ; ἡ ELTO AyYABOV TPO TOV EVOG , OV OLY EV, EOTAL 
both good and not good. Surely then , if The One is The Same as The Good , then it is reasonable that 
αγαθον καὶ οὐκ ayabov. dn El TO EV EOTL ταῦτον και TO αγαθον, ELKOTOG 
It is The Object of Desire Prior to every form of knowledge , and that the apprehension of It , should not 
EOTL EPETOV προ πασης γνώσεῶς, καὶ N καταληψις αὐτοῦ ov 
be of the same kind such as of those that are knowable. This is why on the one hand , these name 
αι TOLALTY , οιαι TOV YV@OTOV . οθεν μεν EKELVAL OVOLLATH 
their objects of knowledge , since they apply to those that are knowable ; whereas on the other hand , this 
τοις πραγμασιν ὡς EMAYOLOLV YVMOTOIG : δὲ 
conception itself desires That which is Unknowable , and thus being unable to comprehend , it posits 
αὐτῇ εφιεμδνη TOD αγνώστου καὶ ov δυναμξνή περιλαβεῖν τιθεται 
the name of the One , not to The Unknown -for how could it ?- but to itself , by Divining in some way 
τὴν EMWVOULLAV TOD EVOG OD TO ἀαἀγνώστω -γαρπῶς;- AAA’ EALTN , AMOMAVTEDOLEVY πῶς 
The Underlying-Reality of That which arises both from itself and from all the others , but whatever It is , 
τὴν DMOOTAGIV εκεινου και Ah’ EAVTIS και ATO παντῶν τῶν αλλων, δ’ τις ἐστιν, 
it is unable to behold It and unable to end its labor pains ; for as we have said , the desire of The One 
αδυνατοῦσα καθοραν καὶ AVEKAELTOG  WOIG : YAP οπερ ELMOLEV , ἢ δφεσις TOD EVOG 
arises naturally in all , and not by Insight , seeing that even The Divine Intellect , as it was also said by me 
EOTLV φυσει EV πασι καὶ οὐ κατ᾽ ETLBPOANV, ἐπειδὴ καὶ ODELOGVOLG , ὡς καὶ ειρῆται μοι 
before , does not Look-upon nor Intellectually recognize The One , but The Divine Intellect is United 
προτερον, οὐκ επιβλητικὼς οὐδε νοερῶς γιγνώσκει TO EV , AAD’ ηνῶται 
with It “By Being Drunk with Its Nectar” someone says (Sym 2030), and That which is in It is Superior 
5118 προς αὑτο μεθυύῶν TWVEKTAPL, τις φησι ,KOL τῷ EV αὑτῷ KPELTTOVI 
to Knowledge ; and in this way all have in common the desire for The One , which also Preserves 
της γνώσεως : καὶ OLTM TAMAVTAKOIVN 1 ξφεσις «τοῦ EVOG>, ὦ EOTIV καὶ σώζεται 
that which they are , and for the sake of which , just as for The Good, all the rest have little value for all . 
ο 6OTl καὶ ἕνεκα οὐ, ὥσπερ και ἢ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ, παντα TA αλλα εστιν σμικρα πασιν. 
For which reason , Socrates also says at first that It is Knowable , but barely utters 
Διο 0 L@KPATNS καὶ ELMWV τὴν πρῶτον EKELVO YVWOTOV , «δ᾽» μογις φθεγξαμενος 
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the qualification saying how It is knowable ; “to one who Turns their own Light towards It” (RepVII 540) . 
OTL δἰπὲν οπῶς EOTL YVMOTOV τῷ AVAKALVAVTL EALTOD τὴν αὐγὴν εις AVTO 
What does he mean by Light other than the One of the Soul ? For seeing that he said that The Good is 
τινα λεγῶν αὐγὴν αλλὴν ἡ TOEV τῆς ψυχης; γὰρ δ8δπειδὴ εἰπε το αγαθον 
analogous to The Sun , by calling this Light comparable to the Seed from The Good implanted in souls . 
ἀνάλογον TH NAIM, EKAAEGEV αὐγὴν EYKELMEVOV TO OTEPLA EK TOD ἀγαθοὺ ταῖς ψυχαῖς: 
And surely then , that before he specifically spoke of the turning of the Light , he also made it quite clear 
Ka on OTL πριν SL@PLGATO ανακλιθηναι τὴν αὐγὴν και σαφως 
that The Road to The One, is by way of Negations , just as if saying that in battle , one has to take away 
ἢ 060G ET’ ALTO EOTLV απο τῶν ἀαποφασξεῶν, ὥσπερ δλεγῶν EV μαχῆ SELV αφελειν 
everything from It , and separate That from everything (RepVII 534c , Bhagavad Gitta II 47-48 ) . 
TOAVTA A? αὐτοῦ καὶ χώρισται EKELVO ATO παντῶν 
Therefore it is reasonable that it should not be possible to apply a name to It, as if it were 
οῦν Etxot@s οὐδὲ SOVATOV TPODAYELV OVOLLA αὐτῶ, (ale 
possible to be harmonized/adapted . Surely then , only the One can be delivered from This that is Beyond 
SUVALEVOV εφαρμοσαι Ξ én LLOV® τῷ EV SUVALEVOV EKOPOV τοῦτο TO EMEKELVA 
All, and in this way bring into being from those that long to be uttered That which is pronounced 
παντῶν KALOLT@G γενεσθαι τοις Ἔφιεμενοις φθεγξασθαι TO προσεῖπον 
Unutterable , not only by Plato , but also by The Gods ; for They are pronouncing The Oracular Utterance 
adQeyKtov οὐχ μονος οΠλατῶν, αλλα καὶ ot θεοι : YAP AVTOL ELOLV χρησμῶώδουντες 
in the following way ; 
ὧδε 
For All Beings , that Arise from The One 
γὰρ MAVTA OVTA twovTa εξ ἔἕνος 
and Return again to The One , 
καὶ ἔἐμπαλῖν εἰς ὃν 
are Intellectually Sectioned as if indeed into many bodies 


512 νοερῶς TETUNTAL @OEL γ᾽ δξιςπολλα σώματα Chaldean Oracles 
and They counsel us , on the one hand , to put aside the multiplicity of the soul , and on the other hand , 


καὶ συμβουλεύοντες ἡμῖν μὲν αἀποθεσθαι το πλῆθος τῆς ψυχῆς δε 
to conduct upwards our Intellection and to bring it to The One , by saying 


QVAYELV τὴν ἡμξτεραν VONOLV KO περιαγεῖν εις TO EV , ASYOVTEG 


Do not indeed , retain in your Intellect , anything multifarious , 


unde γ᾽ KQTEXYELV EVTE® VO  GAAO TOALTOLKIAOV 
but do indeed , fly the thought of the soul towards The One 
αλλα YE πετασαι νοημα τῆς WOYNS ες δν 


Therefore on the one hand , The Gods Knowing Well Their Own Concerns , Tend Upwards towards 


ODV μεν οι θεοι ειδοτες KAAWS τὰ EALTOV ανατεινονται προς 
That One by means of Their Own One. And in turn , on the other hand , this the theological conception 


EKELVO TO EV τῷ EALDT@V δνι: καὶ AD δὲ ταῦτην τὴν θεολογικῶς EVVOLALV 
as truly handed down to us by the voices of the theologians regarding The First Cause . On the one hand , 


ὡς ἀληθῶς παραδεδώκασιν ἡμῖν AL φημαι TOV θεολογῶν περι TOD πρώτου, μὲν 
they call It , in their own language , Ad , which according to them signifies One ; as it is translated by 


καλοῦντες EKELVO τῇ EALTOV GOVT AS, OTEP κατ᾽ αὐτοὺς σημαῖνει EV, ὡς EPUNVELODLOLV 
those who know that tongue . But on the other hand , they double This , when calling The 


Ol EKELVOV ETLOTALEVOL την γλῶτταν, SE SIMAMOLACAVTEG τοῦτο TPOOAYOPELOVTEG TOV 
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Demiurgic Intellect of The Kosmos to be The Much-Praised , and call This Aspect Adad , not saying 


δημιούργικον νοῦν TOD κοσμοὺ ELVAL TOV πολυυμνήτον Kat λεγοντες τοῦτον Adadov , οὐδε AEYOVTEG 
that It comes immediately after The One , but only by comparing It to The One by way of Analogy ; for 


τοῦτον ειναι ευθὺς μετὰ TOEV, αλλ’ τιθεμβνοι TMEVL ἀνάλογον : yap 
that which the former is to The Intelligible Realm , the latter is to The Whole Visible Realm , and for 
ο EKELVOG EOTIV προς τὰ νοητὰ , TOUTO ODTOG ἐστιν προς ταορατὰ : καὶι 
that reason the former is called by them only Ad , but the latter by doubling The One, is called Adad . 
διο ο μὲν καλειται αὑτοις μονον Αδ, ode διπλασιαζῶν το εν Αδαδος. 


Then Orpheus has also named which God Arose into Light First , by saying that “The Gods of Highest 
513 δὲ <o> Ορφεὺς και ονομαΐζξται τις O θεος | ATEONVEV πρῶτος ELTOV OTL Ot θεοι KATA μακρον 
Olympos thus call Phanes First” (Frag 85). But he himself symbolically names Those that existed Prior 
Ολύμπον ovtas KaAEov Davynta πρῶτον : dE αὑτος συμβολικῶς ὠνομασξ τὰ προ 
to Phanes , by taking them from those that are last ; such as Time and Ether and Chaos (Frag 60), and if 
tov Φανητος απο τῶν εσχατῶν Xpovov και AWEepa καὶ Χαος, καὶ δι 
you will , Egg ; not in any way implying that The Gods used these names in this way. For those were 
βουλει ὥιον, οὐδαμοῦ Asy@v θεους ονομαΐζεσθαι οὐτῶς : YAP EKELV@V ἣν 
not Their names , but he transferred to Them , those names that belong to others . 
οὐδε ταῦτα TA OVOLATA , LAA ALTOG μετήγαγεν EN’ EKELVA KELLEVO EN’ αλλοις. 

So then , if one is to give a name to The Primal Source , then The One and The Good 

TOWDLV Εἰ προσογεῖν τι ονομα τῶ πρῶτο, το EV και το ἀγαθον 
appear to belong to It ; which are surely also revealed to pervade throughout All of The Real-Beings , 
SOKEL προσήκειν αὐτῶ, a δὴ και φαινεται SINKOVTA διὰ TAVTOV TOV OVTOV , 
even if It is Beyond every name . Because of this , The One is also imitated , but in a different way , 
καὶ ει AUTO EOTLV EMEKELVOA TAVTOG ονοματος. 510 EKELVO καὶ μιμουμενον ανομοιῶς 
by that which is last of all ; by not being able to be somehow clearly represented by a name of its own - 

TO EOXYQATOV παντῶν, οὐδὲ SLVATOV πῶς δηλοῦν δι᾽ονοματος ALTO OLKELOD -- 
for how could it , by being that which is indeed determinate ? Thus it is named Receptacle and Nurse 
Yap πὼς TO γ᾽ ανειδεον ;--, αλλ’ ονομαζεται δεξαμενη καὶ τιθηνη 

and matter and The Underlying Reality , after Those that come before It , just as The First is named 
καὶ DAN Ka LTMOKELEVOV , απὸ τῶν προαῦτου, ὥσπερ TO πρῶτον 
after those that come after It . 
απο TOV μετ’ αὐτο. 


Parmenides : Accordingly then , neither can It be named , nor be spoken of , nor be opined of 


142 apa οὐδ᾽ ονομαΐζεται, οὐδὲ = Asyetar ovde δοξαζεται 
nor be The Object of Knowledge , nor do Real Beings , have a perception of It . 
οὐδε γιγνώσκεται οὐδε τῶν οντῶν τι αἰσθανεται αὐτου. 


Aristoteles : It is not likely . (οὐκ goikev .) 


It is clearly stated in the Letters (VII 342-344) that no name is able to comprehend an 


σαφῶς Εἴρηται ev Επιστολαις OTL OLTE ονομα δυναταῖι περιλαβειν 
Intelligible Object with accuracy , neither can a visible picture of It , nor any rational definition , 


TO VONTOV TO πραγμα ἀκριβῶς, οὔτε TO HALVOLEVOV TO ELSMAOV αὐτου, OVTE TAG, O AOYOG OPLOTLKOG , 
nor knowledge of It. Whereas The Intellect Alone , is capable of grasping an Intelligible Idea both 
οὔτε ἢ EXLOTHUN περι ALTO : δε O VOUS HOVOG δύναται OLPELV TO VOTTOV ξειδος 
Accurately and Perfectly . And Plato has worked out the account for one particular model ; such as 
ἀκριβῶς και TEAELMG: και πεποιήται τον λογον Eb’ EVOG τινος παραδειγματος, OLOV 
The Circle . For neither does this name itself of circle , Comprehend The Whole Idea of The Intelligible 
5138 KUKAOD : YAP OVTE τοῦτο TO OVOLLA AUTO KUKAOG περιλαμβανει TO OAOV E160G TOD νοητοῦ 
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Circle -for when we hear the name , what do we know besides the name ? Nor does an impression drawn 
KUKAOD -γαρ ἀκοῦοντες TOL ονοματος TL LOLEV παρα TO OVOLLO ; —, OVTE TO ἐκτύπωμα γραφομενον 
in the dust by a geometrician Comprehend It . For this is merely one of the many copies of It , not that 
TO EV τῇ τεφρα ὕπο TOV YEOMLETPOV - γὰρ EOTIV ElOMAOV πολλοστον EKELVOD, οὐδὲ 
which is grasped by reasoning , but that which is known by sense and imagination . Nor the definition 
ANRTOV διάνοια, AAA’ YV@OTOV αἰσθησει καὶ φαντασια --,.οὐτὲ O AOYOG 
of the circle ; for on the one hand, it does indeed circle round The Idea ; but on the other hand, it is 
ο TOD κύκλου — γὰρ HEV περιθει τοειδος, δε ῶν 
complex and composite , and thus , it cannot grasp The Simplicity of That Idea. Nor does the 
ποικιλος καὶ σύνθετος οὔ δαναται αἴρειν τὴν ἀπλοτητα τοῦ EldOLG—, OLTE ἢ 
knowledge of It , not even if it unfolds a thousand times , aspects that of themselves belong accidentally 
ENLOTYUN περι ALTO , KAV AVEAITTN μυριακις TO καθ’ αὐτὰ συμβεβηκοτα 
to The Circle , of which , one might as well say , it is knowledge of these others ; for all these are 
TO KDKA® , nv αν και φαιδν ETLOTNUNV τινες τῶν CAAWV : γὰρ παντα ταῦτα EOTL 
about It , and not Its Very Self. But both The Intellect and The Intellectual Knowledge Recognize The 
περι ALTO καὶ οὐκ αὐτὸ : SE καὶ ονοὺς Kal ἢ νοερὰ ENLOTHEN γιγνῶσκξι TO 
Idea Itself and Comprehends The Very Object of Knowledge by Simple Intuitive-Insight. Therefore , 
εἰδος ALTO καὶ περιλαμβανει το γνῶστον δι᾽ απλῆς επιβολης : ovv 
This Alone is Worthy of The Knowledge of The Circle. Then similarly for the case of The Equal and 
the οὗτος μονος EOTLV AELOS της γνώσεως TOL KLKAOD , bE ομοιῶς καὶ τοὺ τσοὺ και 
The Unequal and Each of The Other Ideas . 
TOD AVLOOD και EKAOTOD TOV AAAWV ELOOV . 
If then , we say that names and definitions and all rational knowledge are incapable 

El ODV «και; TO ονοματα καὶ τοὺς AOYOUG καὶ TAG πολλας τας επιστημας ἡτιμάσαμεν 

of grasping The Intelligible Objects , what then should we say about The One Itself ? Should we not say 


προς τὴν AVTIANWIV TOV νοητῶν, τι SEL ειπειν περι TOL EVOG AUVTOD ; οὐχ 
that all names and all discourse and all rational knowledge fall short of it? Accordingly then , The One 
OTL παντα TA ονοματα και MAG λογος καὶ πᾶσα ETLOTNUN απολειπεται αὐτοῦ ; APA TO ὃν 


is not nameable nor expressible nor knowable nor opinable nor perceptible by anything at all that exists , 
EOTLV οὐκ OVOLAGTOV οὐδὲ PITOV OLDE επιστητον «οὐδε δοξαστον;» οὐδὲ AIGONTOV οὐδενι TOV OVTOV , 
so that It is Incomprehensible to all perception , to all opinion , to all knowledge , to all reasoning , and 
ὥστε EOTL αλήηπτον TAO aAloONnoEl καὶ TAG δοξήη καὶ πάσῃ ENIOTHUN καὶ TAVTL AOYW καὶ 
Incomprehensible by every name . 
QANNTOV πασιν ονομασιν. 
But , you will say , what is the difference between these statements and those before Ὁ 

Αλλα ,avoaing, τι διαφερει τῶν ταῦτα αὐτῶν προ ; 
And since he also said before that there is no knowledge of The One . So there , on the one hand , he said 
514 yap και καὶ ELTMELV EV EKELVOIG OTL EOTL οὐδεμια γνῶσις TOD EVOG. ἡ ὃν EKELVOIG μὲν EAEYEV 
that The One is knowable by none of the others , but here , on the other hand , he is saying that in and of 


OTL <TO EV γιγνώσκει οὐδὲν TOV αλλῶν EV τοῦτοις δε ott δι’ 
Itself It is Unknowable , Therefore , The One is Unknowable not because of the deficiency of the others , 
εαῦτο αγνῶστον»: ODV τον GYV@OTOV OVSOIA τῆν AOVEVELAV τῶν αλλῶν, 
but because Its Very Own Nature manifests Its Very Own Institution . Andso, on the one hand, 
αλλα διὰ τὴν EALTOD φυσιν δεικνυσι ἡ ALTN EVOTAOLC . και μεν 
by those statements , he indicated the inferiority of the others in relation to Itself , but on the other hand , 
δια EKELV@V EVOELKVUTAL ἡ ὕφεσις τῶν αλλῶν προς avTO, δε 
by these statements , he is indicating Its Superiority in relation to them . 
δια = TODTMV αὐτοῦ ἢ LMEPOYN προς aAvTA 

fd 
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Then one should also pay attention that when he says that The One can not be known , 


δὲ καὶ Ast εφιστανειν οταν λξγη TO EV μηδε γιγνώσκεσθαι, 
that knowing , should be taken to mean, of that which can be known. ‘For in the prior arguments 
OTL TO γιγνώσκεσθαι AVTL παρειληφεν TOD επιστασθαι : yap δμπροσθεν 
he speaks of the three modes of knowing -- the rational , the opinable , the perceptible -- but in these , 
εἰπὼν τρια - το επιστασθαι, το δοξαζειν, το αιἰσθανεσθαι — , SE EV τοῦυτοις 


he takes up two of these modes ; the perceptible and the opinable. Thus it is clear , that the third mode 


λαβὼν δυο ταῦτα EKELVOIC — TO αἰσθανεσθαι Kal TO δοξαζειον --,. dSNAOV OTL TPITOV 
of knowing should be taken to mean only the rational mode , so that if there is a certain Divinely Inspired 


TO γιγνώσκεσθαι AVTL TAPELANOEV HOVOD TOD επιστασθαι : MOTE EL EOTL τις evOE0cC 
Way of Knowing that is Superior to the rational mode , and which leads the One in us towards That One , 


γνῶσις κρειττῶν ETLOTNUNG καὶ προσαγοῦσα το EV EV ἡμῖν τῷ EKELVO EVI , 
then it is clear that this argument did not eliminate This Mode , and thus , the learning of It 


dynAov OTL οδλογος οὐκ QVELAEV ταῦτην, καὶ οὺν μαθημα 
is The Final Discipline , as Socrates reasonably says (Rep VI 505), because It is of The Final Forms 
EOYOATOV , OG O LOKPATIS εικοτῶς φησιν : TO ETL τῆς EOXYATIS τῶν 
of Knowledge (Of The Beneficial and Useful Good) . But This Final Knowledge is not Rational knowledge , 


YVMOEOV : δὲ EOXATH οὐχ ἡ ἐπιστημη, 
but is That which is Prior to Rational knowledge . 


αλλ’ n προ τῆς επιστημῆς. 


Parmenides : Therefore , is it possible that such things are the case concerning THE ONE ? 


142 οῦν δύνατον οὔτως EXELV ταῦθ’ περι TO EV 5 
Aristoteles : To me at least , it certainly does not appear to be the case . 
EMOLYE οὐκοῦν δοκει. 
He now adds this very paradoxical conclusion to all his negative propositions ; 
5148 ennyaye τοῦτο Πανὺ to παραδοξον συμπεραάσμα ταις MAGALG ἀποφασεσι ειρημδναις 
which at the same time also raises this weighty doubt . For how is it impossible that such things are the 


OOD καὶ αξιον πολλῆς ATOpLas: γὰρ πὼς advvaTOV | ταῦτα ἔχειν 
case concerning The One ? For in what way are not all of our previous arguments dismissed by only 


OLTMG περι TOEV; YAP πῶς OLY παντες ἡμῖν OL TPOELPNLEVOL λογοι διαβεβληνται δια μονον 
this remark concerning The One ? 
τούτου ρηματος TOD EVOG ; 

Therefore , on the one hand , some people have been hastily impelled by this passage 


οῦν μεν Ενιοι ορμηθεντες Ἔντευθεν 
to say that the First Hypothesis reaches impossible conclusions , and that because of this , The One is also 


ειρηκασιν τὴν πρώτην ὑποθεσιν συνογειν αδυνατα καὶ διὰ τοῦτο το ὃν ELVOLL καὶ 
insubstantial/without any reality. For they weave together into one argument , that if the one itself is , 


ανυποστατον > γὰρ πλεκουσι συνήημμενον ει τοεναύῦτοξστι, 
then it is not a whole , nor does it have a beginning , middle , or end , nor does it have a shape , and so on 
EOTLV οὐκ OAOV , οὐκ EOTLV εχον APYNV , HEGOV ἡ TEAEDTHV , οὐκ EOTL EYOVOYNHA, Kar for 
all the rest ; and since in every case it has no essential/real unity , then it has no essential-being , and 


TO παντα EGNG: και επι πᾶσιν οὐχ οὐσιῶδες EV, οὐκ οὔὐσια, 
thus it is inexpressible , un-nameable , and un-knowable . Certainly then , they concluded , since these 


OD PNTOV ,οὐκ ονομάστον, OD YV@OTOV. αλλαὰμὴην αὔὖτοι δλξεγον ταῦτα 
are impossibilities , Plato himself is saying that the One is an impossibility . But this was that which 


αδυνατα QvLTOG φησιν ὡς το EV ALTO ELVAL AdLVATOV.5ETOLTO NV O 
they said ; that there is not any One that is unparticipated by essential-being , and therefore , that the One 


QvTOL EXEYOV » ELVAL HT] TL TO EV το αἀμεθεκτον ὉὍπο οὐσιας 3 
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is not in any way different from the One-being ; for being has as many modes of being one , as the One 


ον oun unde vO TOV EVOG οντος : YAP εἰναι τοσαυταχῶς TOEV, και 
has of being , and that the super-essential One , is only a name . In reply to which, it must be stated that 
οσαχῶς TO ον, καὶ TO ὑπεροῦσιον EV ELVAL LOVOV OVOHO . προς OVG αναγκαῖον ELTELV OTL 


the impossibility must lie either in the premise or in the reasoning that follows . But the conclusion that 
TA ἀδύνατα στιν ἢ KATA τὴν προσληψιν ἡ KATA τὴν ἀακολουθιαν. αλλ nH 
followed the reasoning was a necessary one , since every conclusion was always proven by all of those 


ακολουθια Ὧν αναγκαια ENL παντῶν αξι δεδειγμενῶν δια τῶν 
that followed the one before them , and in this case , the premise (The Beginning) was True. For there 
SELTEPOV τῶν TPO ALTOV , και ἢ προσληψις αληθης: yap 
must be The One Itself , as we have shown , both from what is said in the Sophist (245) and also from the 


SEL εἰναι TO AVTOEV , ὡς δδειξαμεν , TE εκ εν Σοφιστη και τῆς 
necessity of the accounts . Therefore , the hypothesis does not lead to a conclusion that is impossible nor 
AVAYKNS TOV πραγματῶν : APA N vToOVECIG οὐκ συνήηγαγεν αδυνατα οὐδὲ 
that conflicts with Platonic doctrine . For what more need we say to these people , who are already refuted 


HOYOLWEVO to Πλατῶνι : yap ti πλξιὼ del Asyelv προς TODTOVG , οὺς Kal διελεξγχξι 
by what is said about Dialectics in the Republic (VII 5340), namely , that It Contemplates The Cause 


ta ρηθεντα περι τῆς διαλεκτικῆς ev Πολιτεια , οτι αὕτη θεῶρεβι τῆν αἰἴτιαν 
of All The Intelligibles , by separating It from All of the Other Real-Beings ; and is in no way removed 


παντῶν TOV νοητῶν, αφελοῦσα ATO παντῶν TOV AAAWV OVTOV , «και» οὐδεμιας αφισταται 
from the way of Negations ? For if this is True , then where does Plato dialectically discourse about It 
TOV ANOPAGEWV 5; YAP El τοῦτο αληθες, TOD TOT’ AV ELN διαλεγομενος περι αὐτοῦ 
by way of Negations ? For it is not in the Second Hypothesis , in which he discusses all affirmatively , 
ATOPATIKMG ; Yap ovte δια τῇ OEDTEPAG , EV ὦ παντα καταφατικῶς, 
nor in the third , in which he discusses all negatively and at the same time affirmatively . Therefore , 


οὔτε δια τῆς TPLTNG , EV ὦ παντα αποφατικὼς «και αμαὰ καταφατικῶς». οῦν 
the alternative remains , that either the discourse about The One is in this hypothesis , or no where else . 


λειπεται ῃ TOV λογον περι τοὺ EVOG ειναι EV ταῦτῃη ἡ ουδαμου. 
But the latter one is irrational , since Socrates said in those passages (RepVII 531-535) that the Dialectical 


d& τοῦτο QTONOV , SLOTL οΣώκρατης φησιν EV EKELVOIG τὴν διαλεκτικὴν 
method was especially pursued for that purpose . 


μαλιστα ανατεινεσθαι προς EKELVO . 
Then others accept the hypothesis , seeing that this is also said in the Republic (VI 5090) 


de AAAOL MPOGLEMEVOL τὴν ὑποθεσιν, ETELSN τοῦτο Ka ELPN TAL εν Πολιτεια 
concerning The First Cause ; namely that , It is That which is Beyond Intellect , and The Intelligible and 


περι TOD πρώτου, αὐτο ELVAL TO EMEKELVA TOD νοῦ καὶ τοὺ νοητοῦ καὶ 
Essential-Being , which are surely also being denied here of The One , while in the Second Hypothesis 


τῆς οὐσιας, α δὴ καὶι αἀπεφησε ἐνταῦθα τοὺ EVOG , εν τῇ δεύτερα 
he begins by affirming Essential-Being as Prior to All The Rest . So that if the First Hypothesis is not 


καταφασκομενης τῆς OVOLAG προ παντῶν ᾿: WOTE EL εκεινῆ μη 
about The One that is Beyond Essential-Being , what other hypothesis is there besides that one ? 


περι τοῦ ETEKELVO TNGOLOLAG , TIC αλλη αν EN παρα ταῦτην ; 

But then , their reply to the doubt (5146), is that on the one hand , Parmenides accepts all the foregoing 
5158 δ᾽ ovv «οὔτοι» ELPNKAGL προς τὴν ATOPLaV , OTL μὲν O TlappEvidys νομιζει παντα TA προ-- 
conclusions to be true , and that his assent does not bring them over , but that on the other hand, it is also 


εἰρημξνα ELVAL AANON Kat τοῦτο προστιθησι Ov διαβαλλὼν avta , δὲ και 
brought up at the beginning of the second hypothesis , they say , that he may overthrow these conclusions 


aodopunv apynv [|[τηςδεύτερας ὑυὑποθεσεῶς ElmevV οτι av καταβαλλομδξνος ταῦτα 
td 
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concerning the One by appearing to be impossible to anyone. __ For he intended to bring in whatever 
περι TOEV OOEELEV ειναι AOLVATA τινι. yap ἔμελλε δεπανελθειν οτι 
was needed to pass over to the second hypothesis , so that nothing should ever appear superfluous to us . 
δει ETLMEPELV ETL τὴν ὑποθεσιν, τι μηποτξ φανη αλλοιον NIV: 
For these conclusions may seem to be impossible because of The Inexpressibleness of The One Cause , 
yap ταῦτα αν δοξειξ ElVaLadvVaTa δια τὴν αρρῆτον τοὺ EVOG αἴτιαν, 
since it is clear to all , and indeed according to The Truth , that they are not impossible. For impossible 
δπει EOTL ONAOV παντι, καὶ YE κατ᾿ αληθειαν, OTL EOTLOLK αδυνατα: yap advvaTta 
conclusions do not follow from possible premises ; thus the hypothesis is possible. If indeed the 
τα οὐ ἀκολουθει τοις δῦύνατοις, δὲ τὴν ὑποθεσιν δυνατην, εἰπερ 
hypothesis is not impossible for That which is Truly One and for The Hyparxis of Reality ; of which , 
EOTLV οὐκ AOLVATOV προς TO ὡς ἀληθῶς δεν και τὴν ὑπαρξιν . οὐ 
the Foreign-Guest in the Sophist (245) also reminds us ; wherein he is opposed to those who say that 
0 Eevoc EV LOMLOTN καὶ εμνημονεῦσεν,, οἷς EV αὑτος ANHVINOE(aravtaw) προς λέγοντα 
The First Cause is a Whole by showing that The Truly One is not a Whole. And if these statements 
TOV πρῶτον ELVAL TO OAOV δειξας OTL TO ὡς ἀληθῶς EV EOTLV οὐκ ολον : καὶ TM <AEY>OVTL 
lead to this ; that the conclusions about The Absolutely One are possible , then everything will follow 
NYODLEV® TOOTH TO TO ἀπλῶς EV Elva TAVTA ακολουθησαι 
out of necessity , from arguments that are comprehended in a connected way out of necessity . Is it not 
εξ AVAYKNG TOV ληφθεντῶν συνημμξνῶν AVAYKALOV 
the case then , that the question whether these conclusions are impossible , only introduces the underlying 
οὐκοῦν ταῦτα ειναι αδυνατα : μονὴν ξισαγῶγεν τὴν TPOKELLEVIV 
theme , in order to prepare the way for It in The Second Hypothesis , because they are impossible for 
τὴν AEELV WOTE παρξχειν OSOV αὐτῷ ENL τὴν SELTEPAV ὑποθεσιν, ὡς αδυνατῶν 
These (The Ones in The 25) Beings because of The Supremacy of The One. For the impartations that are 
τουτῶν οντῶν διὰ τὴν ὑπεροχὴν : yap τὴν παραδοσιν TA 
to follow will be more commensurate to us than those that have gone before , seeing that they are also 
ρηθησομξνα EGTAL συμμετροτερα προς ἡμῖν ἡ TH ειρημδνα , ξπειδη και 
more akin to us , and Plato himself replies in the Letters (II 3126), to the one who asks 
ODYYEVEOTEPA ἡμῖν. καὶ TOD Πλατῶνος avtov λξγοντες ev EntotoAais προς τον ερωτησαντα 
concerning The First Cause , What kind of thing It 15, that such a question is certainly absurd . 


περι τοῦ πρώτου τι ποιον τὴν TOLAVTNV ερωῶτησιν ELVAL μὴν ATOTOV : 
For none of those qualities that are akin to us should be attributed to The First Cause , nor generally , 
yop μηδὲν τῶν συγγενῶν ἡμῖν δεῖν προσαγειν TO TPOTHO μηδ᾽ oAwSs 


should one enquire about It’s Kind . For we shall turn to this question in the second hypothesis , which 
516 ζητειν en’ αὑτοῦ TO TOLOV: yap στρεφεσθαι περι τοῦτο τὴν SEvtTEpav ὑποθεσιν, 
enquires into what kind of nature The One Being is , and shows that It is a Whole , that It is an Unlimited 
ζητοῦσαν τι ποῖον TO EV ον ἔστι, καὶ δεικνυσιν OTL. ολον, οτι απειρον 
and Limited Multitude , that it is In-Motion and At-Rest , and that It is All , in Due Order , of Those that 


καὶ TETEPAGHEVOV πληθος, OTL KIVODHEVOV καὶ EOTWS , OTL MAVTA τὰ EENS oo 
are Innately-Akin to The Nature of That which It Is. But The First Hypothesis , by taking That which is 


OLKELOL TO ποῖον τι ἔστι : O€ τὴν πρώτην λαβουσαν το 
Absolutely One for its subject , does not show us what Its Nature is , but on the one hand , removes 


OATAMS EV μη δεικνύναι ποιον EOTLV , «μεν» αφαιρουσαν 
everything from It , and on the other hand, assigns nothing to It , because none of those qualities that are 


παντα : δε τιθεισαν μηδεν , διοτι οὐδεν τῶν 
akin to us should to be said about That. From which it is clear that what has been said will also seem 


συγγενῶν ἡμῖν δει AEYELV περι EKELVOD : εξ MV ELVAL ONAOV OTL TO ειρημενα αν και δοξεξιεν 
td 
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to be impossible , and as it has been shown, all these conclusions are possible , because It is so different 
ειναι AOOVATA, καὶ ὡς δεδεικται , πανταὰ ταῦτα OVTA SLVATA, WG EOTL TOPP@ 
from our own nature and so absolutely foreign to Plato’s rule for speaking about The First Cause . 
τῆς NMETEPAS MLOEMS καὶ GAAOTPLOTATA TOL Πλατῶνος TOV KAVOVA περι TOD πρώτου. 

Such then , on the one hand , is the argument of these people . But on the other hand , 


Ovtos ovv LEV ο λογος τοῦτῶν. δε 
others later than these , think that this is the common conclusion and is comprehensive of all the previous 
αλλοι μετὰ τουτοὺς οἴονται τοῦτο TO KOLVOV OLHTEPACLOA καὶ περιεκτικὸν πασῶν TOV ELPTHEVOV 
negations. For just as there are conclusions for every theorem , so also , this conclusion 
ATOPAGEDV : YAP ὡς NV συμπερασμα καθ EKAOTOV θεώρημα,, OLTM καὶ τοῦτο TO συμπερασμα 
is added to the rest , that all these characteristics are impossible concerning The One , namely , Many , 
ENELONYEOOAL ETL TAOLV , OTL | παντα ταῦτα Elva ASLVATOV περι TOEV , TO πολλὰ 
Whole , Shape , That which is In-Itself or In-Another , The Genera of Being , Like and Unlike , 
TO OAOV , TO σχημα,, TO EV EAVTH καὶ «εν» AAW , TA γενῆ TOD OVTOG , TO ομοῖον καὶ AVOLLOLOV , 
Equal and Unequal , The Characteristic of being older and younger and of the same age as itself , 


TO ισον καὶ AVLOOV , TO LOLOUA πρεσβύτερον και VEWTEPOV καὶ TO LONATKOV EALTOD 
the threefold and nine fold characteristics of the Parts of Time , and after all these , The Participation of 
τὴν τριαδα καὶ ἐννεαδα τῶν LOPLOV TOD χρονοῶ : «Καὶ» ETL πασι τοῦτοις το μετεχεῖν 
Essential-Being , That which is Essential-Being-Itself , The Essential-Being participated by existence , 
της OvOLAS , TO ειναι ODOLAV , ODOLAG μεθεκτον LTO TO ELVAL 
that which is expressible and that which is knowable . Therefore , as it has been shown , all of these are 
TO PYTOV . TO γνῶστον .  Obv , OG SESELKTAL , παντα ταῦτα ElVAL 
impossible concerning The One . And because of this , they say , he asks if it is possible to say 
αδύνατον περι TOEV. καιδια τοῦτο, φασιν, ALTOS NPWTNOEV εἰ εστι δύνατον AEYELV 


these things about The One , and so young Aristoteles denies it ; and since whatever you may add to The 
S517 ταῦτα περι TOEV TE kalo APLOTOTEANS ἀπεφησε : καὶ γὰρ OTL περ AV προσθῆηῆς TH 
One , of any kind of existent , it will be another one opposed to The Absolute One , just as if something 
δνι παν τῷ OVTL , γιγνεται τι EV αντι TOD ἁπλῶς EVOG , ὥσπερ τι 
else is added to The Living-Being Itself besides That which It is , it becomes ἃ living-being , and so also 
αλλο προσλαβον το ζῶον παρ᾽ Ο στιν, γιγνται TL ζῶον, και 
with everything considered absolutely ; whether The Good , or The Equal or The Like , or The Whole ; 
EKQOTOV OTAMS ayabov ἡ ἀπλῶὼς ισον ἡ ἁπλῶς ομοιῖον [TN ολον] 
if They have anything else added to Them , then instead of The Absolute , they become something good , 
EQV τι προσλαβη, αντι τοῦ αἀπλως γιγνεται τι ayavov , 
or something equal , or something that is like. Therefore , one should say this in common about all 
τι ισον, τι ομοιον: οῦν ρῆτξεον τοῦτο κοινή περι παντῶν 
those that are considered in an Absolute Way , just as one does about The One. Therefore , this is a 
τῶν ATAMG ,@OTEP καὶ MEPL TOD EVOG. ODV 
single negation presupposes all the rest and shows that it is also inclusive of The One . Thus , by The 
μια ἀποφασις προληφθεισὼῶν τῶν πασῶν <EVSELKVLTOLL OTL > περιεκτικὴ TO EV , 
One , being none of All, It is The Cause of All. So then , the general negation imitates , at once , The 
OV UNSEV TAVTOV, EOTL αἴτιον παντῶν : δ᾽’ OLDV ἡ κοινὴ αποφασις μιμειται αθροαν τὴν 
Progression of Wholes from The One and the manifestation of everything taken both together and also 


TPOOSOV τῶν OAMV απο TOV EVOG καὶ τὴν βκφανσιν εκαστῶν καὶ OHOD και 
separately in The Order that makes Its Appearance in The Proper Way . 
χῶρις κατα τὴν TAELV εκφαινομενήν προσηκοῦσαν. 
Therefore , on the one hand , of these interpretations this one is correct ; for the former 
οῦν μὲν ταῦτα καὶ ἔχει ορθῶς. καὶ ἢ μὲν 
πὶ 
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of the solutions aims at literary consistency , while this latter one does not depart from the contemplation 
TOV ADOEWV OTOYACOLEVN λογογραφικῆς ἀακολουθιας, NSE οὐκ AMLOTAHEVN τῆς θεώριας 
of its subjects . But on the other hand , we must also say as our Leader , that the negative propositions 


TOV πραγματῶν: SE KOALPNTEOV ὡς ἡμξτερος O KAONYEMOV , OTL αι αποφασεις 
in the case of The Real-Beings , closely examine that which is being said about the subject ; that is , about 
δπι τῶν οντῶν εξεταζομεναι EKELVO διναι λέγονται περι TO πραγμα, περι 
that which they are denying , so that at times They have a specific significance , but at other times , They 
oO εἰσιν ἀποφάσεις, HEV οπου και ELONTUKOG : d€ OOD 
only have a privative/negative significance ; such as for example , in the case of Rest , we say is not - 
μονον στερητικῶς τ OLOV TAPASELYHATOG ETL τὴν στασιν AEYOLEV LN ον — 


because It is not Motion , nor The Same nor The Other , and similarly we say is not of Motion - 
YAP EOTL οὐ κινήησις οὐδὲ ταυτοτης οὐδε ETEPOTIG — «καὶ ομοιὼῶς καλοῦμεν OV μη τὴν κινησιν — 
because It is not any of The Other Beings- ; and generally , Each of The Real Beings on the one hand , 
5178 γὰρ EGTL OV οὐδὲν TOV GAA@V οντῶν — , καὶ OAWG EKAOTOV τῶν OVTOV LIEV 
is indeed That which It is Itself , but on the other hand , in many ways Each One is not , inasmuch as 
nH OV στιν αὐτο, δὲ TOAAQY. OSG uy ov, y 
Each One is distinguished from The Others. But , although we equally deny The Other Aspects of It , 
εξηλλακται τῶν GAAM@V ᾿: αλλ’ καν OLWS ἀαποφασκῶμεν τααλλὰ αὕτου, 
nevertheless these negative propositions concerning It , are mixed together with the positive propositions 
αλλ’ αι ANOPAGELG περιαῦτο δισι μεμιγμεναι ταῖς καταφασεσι 
in some way ; for on the one hand, It also Participates of Each of The Other Real Beings , whereas on the 
TOG > yap LEV και WETEYEL EKAOTOD TOV αλλῶν ; δὲ 
other hand , It Protects Its Own Integrity/Purity and is That which It is . Thus , in this case , the negative 
φύλαττον THY EALDTOD KABAPOTHTA στιν O EOTIV. TOLVLV EN’ αὐτοῦ αι 
propositions are Specific ; and since It is not That, It will be The Other ; but This is The Intellectual Idea . 
ἀποφάσεις EldNTIKAL : γὰρ μη OV EKEVO ἔσται τερον: OE τοῦτο EOTL VOEPOV ξιδος : 
For it has been shown that It is The Nature of Otherness as It has been distributed in Those Beings that 
yap δεδεικται OTL YN φύσις θατεροῦὺ κατακεκερματισμδνὴ εν | EKELVOIG 
makes That which is not be the case (Sophist 259) ; so that This , is that which constitutes Negation Here . 
TOLEL TO μηον : δὲ τοῦτο nv N ἀποφασις 
Then in turn , in the case of sensible objects we say that Socrates is not a horse and is not a lion , nor 
παλιν ETL τῶν αἰσθητῶν AEYOLEV τον Σώκρατη ξιναι OVTE IMMOV οὔτε AEOVTA οὔτε 
any other animal ; thus , he is devoid of all the other natures . For , by being one particular nature , 
οὐδὲν TOV CAAWV : OLDV EXEL TAG στερήσεις TAVTOV TOV AAAWV : YAP OV EV τι 
he is not an infinite number of other natures , and there are deficiencies in him - which are not defects - 
EOTL οὐκ απειρα αλλα , καὶ ELOLV ἀποφάσεις EV αὐτῷ OLGA μονον στερήσεις 
of all of those other natures . For he does not Participate of the others in some way , just as we said that 
τῶν TAVTOV : yap ov LETEYEL TOVAAAMV TMG ὥσπερ sAEYOLLEV 
it was the case of Intelligibles . Neither is this non-participation due to the purity (of the idea Socrates) , 
ET τῶν νοητῶν, ODE TO μὴ μετεχειν διὰ τὴν καθαροτητα 
but because of the weakness of a material and corporeal underlying reality , which is incapable of a 
αλλα δια τὴν AOVEVELAV της ὑλικῆς καὶ σωματικῆς LTOOTAGEMG, οὐ δυναμξνης 
Simultaneous Participation of All Reality. Is it not the case then, that such as is the case of the negative 
OOD HETEYELV TOV παντῶν OVTOV . ODKODV αι οσῶν αι ἀποφασεις 
propositions in The Intelligible Realm , the same is also the case concerning the negative propositions in 
αποφασκονται EV τοῖς νοητοῖς αὐτὰ δἰσιν TE καὶ περι αι δν 
the sensible realm ; but There on the one hand , they apply Specifically/Ideally , while here , on the other 
τοις ALGONTOIC , EKEL μὲν ELONTIKOG , ἐνταῦθα δὲ 
hand , they apply in ἃ privative/negative way . (στερητικῶς .) 
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Surely then , the negative propositions of The One are not about The One . For nothing 
γοῦν Al ἀποφασεις TOD EVOG ELOL οὐκ περι TO EV: YAP οὐδεν 
at all applies to That , neither Ideally nor privatively , just as we have said , but that This Name , 
OAWG προσεστιν EKELVM οὔτε ὡς ELOOG OVTE ὡς OTEPNOLG , ὥσπερ EAEYOLIEV GAA’ OTL τοῦτο TO OVOLLA 
The One ,, is of the conception in us , but not of The One Itself , and surely in this way we say that the 
518 “to EV’ EOTLV τῆς δννοιας EV NULV , AAA οὐκ TOD ενος ADTOV ,6N οὕτω AEyouEV OTL ἢ 
negation is also about our conception , thus , none of the negative conclusions that have been stated , 
αποφασις EOTL καὶ περι TALTHV , SE οὐδὲν TOV ATOPATIKAV συμπερασματῶν ELPTLEVOV 
are about That One , but because of Its Simplicity , It is Exalted Above all antithesis and all negation . 
EOTL περι EKELVO TO EV, AAA’ SLO τὴν ATAOTHTA EENPNTAL TAGS αντιθεσεὼῶς καὶ TADS ANOPAGEDS : 
Accordingly then , he reasonably added at the end , that these negative propositions are not about The 
apa εικοτῶς προσεθῆκεν ETL TEAEL OTL αἱαῦται ἀποφάσεις εἰσι οὐκ περι TO 
One ; for to refer to The One is one thing and to express something about The One is another ; and since 
EV : γὰρ TO ELVALL περι TOL EVOG EOTL αλλο καὶ TO ELVAL περι TOEV αλλο : καιγαρ 
on the one hand , the argument is not about The One - for It is Indefinable - This Itself being Inexpressible 
μεν 0 λογος ἔστιν οὐκ περι TO EV — YAP ἔστι MOPLOTOV -- τοῦτο AUTO TO APPNTOV 
by all that is stated by us , but on the other hand , it does refer to The One ; so that the negative 
λεγοντῶν ἡμῶν: δὲ EOTLV περι TOL EVOG: WOTE AL ἀποφάσεις 
propositions that have been stated do not express anything about The One , but do refer to The One . 
ELPT]HEVOL οὐκ εισι περι TOEV, αλλα καὶ περι TOD EVOG : 
Accordingly then , they are not in any way like those negative propositions which are about The 
apa OvT’ οὐδὲν δοικασιν ALTA αποφασεσιν ταις τῶν 
Intelligibles , nor like those which are about sensibles . For the former are about The Very Same Aspects 
νοητῶν οὔτε ταῖς τῶν αἰσθητῶν. γαραῖι μεν ELOLV περι εκεινα ταῦτα 
of which the negations are surely also about , while the latter are not in any way about The One . 
ὧν αἀποφασεις ELOLV δὴ και, αι δὲ ELOL οὐδαμῶς περι τοξᾶν. 
Therefore on the one hand , one must solve the first doubt in this way . But on the other 
οῦν μεν ALTEOV τὴν πρῶτον ATOPLAV ODLTO . δὲ 
hand , according to another attempt at its solution , one must say on the one hand , that before he denies 
κατ᾽ AAANV επιβολην ρήῆτεον μεν οτιπροτερον αποφασκεξι 
Everything of The One , he takes into account that negations are more suited to It than assertions , and 
TOAVTA τοὺ EVOG, νομιζῶν τας ATOPAGELG μάλλον προσήκειν αὐτῷ ἡ TAG KATAPAGELS καὶ 
keeps the hypothesis which affirms existence of The One. But then on the other hand , as he advances , 
he dvAGTT@V τὴν ὑποθεσιν τὴν λεγοῦσαν ELVA TO EV . ETELON δὲ προελθὼν 
he takes away from It not only Everything else but also The Participation of Essential-Being , and thus 
αφειλὲν OT’? αὐτοῦ TE TATAVTAAAAM καὶ TO HMETEXELV OvolaGg , Kal 
The Very Existence Itself of The Much-Revered One , by also having shown that It is neither expressible 
TO ειναι ALTO TO πολυτιμητονεν , και εδειξεν OTL ἔστιν οῦὐτεὲ PTTOV 
nor knowable , but now at the end , he reasonably removes from The One even the negations themselves . 
οὔτε YVWOTOV , TEAELTOALAG ELKOTMS APOALPEL AMO τοὺ EVOG καὶ TAG ἀποφασεις AVTAC : 
For if It is not expressible and if It has no definition at all , then how will the negations be True about It ? 
YAP El EOTLV μη PNTOV καὶ EKELVOD EOTLV μηδεις λογος, TMG AV AL ATOPAGEIC ElEV | αληθες Ex’ αὑτοῦ ? 
For every proposition signifies whatever it is that belongs to it ; which possession is in no way Lawful 


519 yap πασα TPOTAGIC ONMALVEL τοῦδ VLTAPYELV TOE , @ vTmapyelv <ovdev θεμιτον 
for The One , thus It is totally un-namable. But by being the subject of the negative propositions , 
EKELVO> δὲ EOTL OAWS OVS’ OVOLAGTOV: SE υποκειμδνον ταῖς αποφασεσιν 
there has tobe some name. Accordingly then , not even the negations are true of The One , but 
δει ELVAL τιονομα. apa οὐδ᾽ AL ἀποφασεις αλήηθεις EL τοῦ EVOG, AAA 
td 
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negations are on the one hand , Truer than assertions ; yet even they fall short of The Simplicity 


αι ἀποφάσεις μεν μαλλον ἡ αι καταφασεις, HEVTOL καὶ ALTAL KATASEEOTEPAL της ATAOTHTOSG 
of The One ; and since All Truth is from It , but on the other hand , It is Superior to All Truth . Therefore , 


τοῦ EVOG: KAL γὰρ πασα αλήηθεια απ’ αὐτοῦ, δ’ AUTO KPEITTOV πάσης αληθειας: ODvDV 
how is it possible to say anything True about It ? Accordingly then , he has reasonably ended by 
Tas Svvatov επαλήθευειντι avtw; apa ELKOTMG TEAELTALOV 
removing the negative propositions from The One , by saying that it is impossible that they can express 
αφειλε τας ἀποφασεις τοῦδνος, ELM@V ELVAL AOLVATOV ταῦτας εἰναι 
anything about The One , by being Inexpressible and Unknowable. And one should not wonder that 
περι TO EV, ὕπαρχον APPNTOV καὶ AYVWOTOV: και un θαυμασης εἰ 


Plato , who always shows respect to the Laws of Contradiction , says here , that both the affirmations 


0 Πλατῶεν πανταχοῦ τιμῶν TA αξιώματα τῆς AVTLPAGEMS AEYEL EVTALVOA και TAG καταφασεις 
and the negations are false in the case of The One at the same time . For in the case of those aspects that 


καὶ τὰς ἀποφάσεις ψευδεσθαι EL TOD EVOG αμα . yap Ell πραγματῶν 

are expressible , affirmations and negations distinguish between the true and the false : but where nothing 
PNTOV διαιρει TO αλήηθες καὶ ψεῦδος, δ᾽ OTOD οὐδεις 

is definable , what kind of assertion could be properly made ? It also appears to me that he (Aristotle) , 

ἔστι AOYOG , ποῖα TH TOLOLT@ AV TPOGNKOL αντιφασις ἡ καὶ SOKEL μοι ο 

who after Plato refused to admit The One Above Intellect , by being entirely convinced of the validity 

μετ’ αὐτοῦ μη προσιδμενος TO EV TO DTEP VODV , παντῶς πειθομενος TO 

of the Law of Contradiction (that the same thing cannot both be and not be at the same time) , but seeing that 

τῆς αξιώματι AVTLPAGEDG , δὲ 16@V 


The One was revealed to be Inexpressible and Unutterable , stopped short at The Intellectual Cause and 
EKELVO AVAPALVOLEVOV APPNTOV καὶ αφθεγκτον, LOTAGDAL μεχρι τῆς νοερας αἰἴτιας καὶ 
The Intellect , by establishing That as The Superior Cause οἵ Wholes ; however , by asserting that The 
TOV VODV «ιδριῦσαι» UTEP αἴτιαν TOV ολῶν, δὲ θεμενος τον 
Intellect is The Cause , he eliminates Providence ; for it is Providence that is characteristic of The Unity 
νοῦν ανελειν τὴν TPOVOLAV -- γὰρ NV τοῦτο LOLOV τῆς EvadoG 
Beyond Intellect , but not merely that which is thought to be proper to Intellect. Thus , by abolishing 
ὑπερ νοῦν, δὲ VOD το θεώρειν καθο vous -- δε OVEAWV 
Providence he also does away with creation , for that which is unable to Provide for anything , is sterile . 
TPOVOLAV καὶ AVEAELV τὴν ποιησιν — YAP TO μη SOVALEVOV προνοεῖν μηδενος ETL AYOVOV —: 
Thus , by rejecting creation he is not accepting the hypothesis of The Ideas , according to which , The 


dé διαβαλῶὼν τὴν ποιησιν οὐ προσιεσθαι τὴν ὑποθεσιν TOV LOEOV , Kad’ ας ο 
Creator also Creates , and in order to not to enumerate everything in order ; he does away with the whole 
519 ποιῶν Kat TOLEL , wa μη διαριθμησωμαι mavta εξῆης, τον OAOV 


of dialectics , by leaving behind his Paternal Philosophy in order to introduce new doctrines . Therefore , 
διάλογον, «παριξδμδενος;» τὴν πατρικὴν φιλοσοφιαν ETELOKLKAELV VEOIG SOYHAOL: οὖν 
in order not to undergo this , on the one hand , one must say that in the case of contradictory propositions 


Wo μη παθῶμεν τοῦτο, μεν PNTEOV ET τὴν αντιφασιν 
both are false for That which is Inexpressible , since they make the distinction between true and false 
QUO ειναι ψευδῃ τοῦ ἀρρήτου , δὲ TO OLOLPELV αληθες καὶ ψεῦδος 
only in the case of those that are expressible , whereas on the other hand , one must say that contrary 
μονῶν επι τῶν ρητῶν ; δὲ τῶν 
propositions are never both true at the same time , in any case . 
πραγματῶν μηδαμῶς συναληθεῦειν ETL μηδενος. 
So then, as they say , for “The Third Cup to Zeus The Savior” (Phi 66d,Char 167,Rep 5830), 
τοινῦν φασιν, Το τριτον TO OWTNPL 
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we say that when taking the negative propositions in the case of The One as being generative of positive 

AEYOLEV OTL TAPAAGPBOV τας ἀποφασεις δπι τοῦ EVOG WC YEVVITIKAG TOV KATA 

propositions , just as it has often been said ; in order not to consider that The One has The Power 

πφασεῶν , ὥσπερ πολλάκις εἴρηται, wo μη νομιζὼῶν το EV ἔχειν δυναμιν 

of Generating All of The Real-Beings and All of Reality , both The Hyparxis and The Essential-Being 

YEVVITIKNV παντῶν TOV OVTOV και υποστατικήν, τὴν LTAPELV και τὴν οὐσιαν 

have been removed from It ; not failing to notice that Power is The Middle Term between These Terms . 
αφελὼν αὐτου, Aabys ὃδυναμιν ovoav τὴν μεταξὺ τουτῶν 

Thus the last additional statement referring to The One also removes such generative negations from It . 

προστιθεις TO ἔνι και αφαιῖρει τας γεννητικας ἀποφασεις απ’ αὐτου. 

And that this is that which is not possible for The One , means that the power of generating Wholes , 

και τοῦτο EOTL TO ταῦτα ELVAL μη SOVATOV περι TO EV , TO δυναμῖν γεννητικὴν TOV OAV 

which we said was the characteristic of negation , does not belong to The One . Therefore , even if It is 

OlaV EAEYOLEV ειναι τὴν ἀαποφασιν μηδὲ EXELV αὔὕτο. οῦν καν 

said to be Generative and Productive , these expressions are transferred to It from The Real-Beings , 

λεγηται YEVVAV KAV LOLOTAVELV , LETAPEPETAL ET”? αὐτοῦ ATO TOV OVTOV 

by being The Most Distinguished of All The Names of Powers , and yet It is Superior to All These 

KELHEVOV TO τιμιώτατα TAVTOV τῶν ονοματῶν ταῖς δυναμεσι, καὶ OV KPELTTOV παντῶν TODTOV 

Names , just as It is also Superior to the things that are signified by the names . For if 

τῶν OVOUATOV , ὥσπερ καὶ TOV πραγματῶν TOV ONLALVOLEV@V ὑπο TOV OVOHATOV. YAP EL 

I may state my opinion , positive propositions on the one hand , apply rather to The Unities of The Real 


δει ELTELV HE TO SODIKODV , AL καταφασεις LEV ,€lOL μαλλον TOV EVAS@V τῶν 
Beings , for The Power of Generating The Real-Beings Resides in These , but on the other hand , 
OVT@V — YAP ἢ δύναμις YEVVATIKN τῶν OVT@V EV ταῦταις — , og 


The First Cause is Before both Every Power and before every affirmation . 


TO πρῶτον προ καὶ πασῆς SOVALEMS καὶ TPO τῶν KATAPACEOV . 
Therefore , let us take up the fourth way of solving this doubt. On the one hand, 


520 ovv tapardaBapEev Tetaptov τροπον ETL τῆς λύσεως τοῦτοις: «μεν» 
concerning The Ascent of The Soul to Intellect ; it is not Lawful for Her to ascend with the multitude 


τὴν AVLOVGAV WOYNV επι TOV νοῦν «οὐ θεμιτον» QVIEVAL μετα τοὺ πληθοὺς 
of Her faculties , but once having left behind such things that are naturally conjoined to Her and that 


TOV δυναμεῶν, AAAG καταλειπειν τὰ OOH συμφυτα αὐτή και 
dissipate Her Energies , thus on the other hand , by Mounting Ever Upwards and having Arrived There , 


διαῖρει αὑτης τας ἐνεργειας, dE Ὀπερβεβηκυιαν καὶ γενομένην EKEL 
She Safely makes Port in The One Being , and Rises-Up to The One Itself and becomes Unified , not 
αὐτὴν ορμισθεισαν EV THWEVLOVTL KOLTPOOAYELV προς TO EV ALTO καὶ EeviCelV , LUN 
by being very inquisitive , nor by asking what It is not or what It is , but in every case , by closing Her 
πολυπραγμονοῦσαν μηδε ζητοῦσαν TL ἐστιν οὐκ ἡ EOTIV, AAA παντῆη μυσασαν 
Eyes , and by drawing-together all of Her Energy and by being Well-Content with Her Unity , Alone . 


καὶ OLOTEAAOVDOAV πᾶσαν τὴν EVEPYELAV καὶ  APKODLEVNV τῇ δνῶσει μονον. 
Therefore , Parmenides must also be imitating this , and ends by doing away with both the negations 


ovv 0 Παρμενιδης δη καὶ ἀαπομιμοῦμδνος τοῦτο, TEAEL QMELAEV επι και TAG ἀποφασεις 
and with the whole argument , because he wants to conclude the discourse about The One , with The 


και εἰς παντα AOYOV BovAopEevog συναγεῖν τον λογον περι TOD EVOG εις TO 
Inexpressible . For the impulse towards It has to be the end of the doubt ; and The Resting Place of The 

ἄρρητον. YAP TOV OPHOV ET’ ALTO δεῖ ELVAL τελος τῆς ATOPIAS, καὶ τὴν ιδρυσιν τῆς 
Ascent , and The Inexpressibility of The Arguments and The Unification of All Knowledge . 


AVAYOYNS , καὶ TO APPNTOV τῶν λογῶν , καὶ τὴν EVMOLV πάσης της γνώσεως. 
rt 
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Surely then for of all these reasons it seems to me that he ends by also removing the 
én Ala TAVTA ταῦτα SOKEL μοι TEAELTALOV καὶ αφελειν TAC 
negations from The One. For on the one hand , This Whole Dialectical Method , which works through 
ANOPAGELG TOL EVOG. yap LEV QvTY OAN διαλεκτικὴ μεθοδος av δια 
negations , conducts us to That which is as it were The Threshold of The One , by removing all that is 
τῶν ἀποφασεῶν περιαγοι ἡμας εἰς TA οἷον προθυρὰ τοῦ EVOG, αφαιροῦσα παντα | 
inferior , and by this removal , dissolving the impediments to The Contemplation of The One, if it is 
KATASEEGTEPA καὶ δια της AHALPEGEWS ALOVOA TA δμποδια της θεας EKELVOD, δι 
possible to say so. But after traversing through all the negations , one must also set This Method aside , 
δύνατον ElmElLV . SE μετα διεξοδον δια παντῶν τὴν δει καὶ ταῦτην αποθεσθαι 
as being quite troublesome and as introducing the notion of those that have been denied , with which , 
ὡς πανὺ πραγματειώδη καὶ συνεφελκοῦσαν τὴν EVVOLAV τῶν αποτεφασμβνῶν μεθ᾽ ὧν 
The One can have no interaction. For The Intellect does not See Purely , if It is interacting with the 
EKELV@ EOTL οὐκ TPOOPAAAELV : YAP TOV νοῦν EOTLV οὐδε LOELV ELALKPLVOG προβαλλοντα τὴν 
notions of those that come after It , nor can the soul be dragged around by the deliberations of those that 
521 ἐενήνοιαν TOV HET’ αὐτον, οὐδὲ τὴν ψυχὴν TEPLEAKOLIEVI|V ὑπο τῆς EMLOTACEMG τῶν 
follow after the soul , nor generally , is it possible to see anything Perfectly by deliberation . For 
μετα TOV WOXNV, οὐδ’ CAMS WELV TLS TEAELMG μετ ETLOTAOEMS : γὰρ 
deliberation is the beholding of that which is hard to handle , and for which reason , Nature produces 
ENLOTAOEIG εἰσι DEMpLac τῆς δυσχεραινοῦσης, και διο ῃ φύσις ποῖξδι 
that which It produces , and knowledge says that which it says without deliberation . Thus , it only 
α MOUL , καὶ ἢ επιστημή λέγει a λεγει QVETLOTATMG , OE μονον 
deliberates , when it is in difficulty and falls short of that which is knowledge . Therefore , just as in those 
ELOTAVEL, OTAV anopn καὶ εκλειπῇ καθ᾽ O EOTL EMLOTHLN. OVV καθαπερ EV TOLTOIC 
cases , deliberation should be eliminated from our activity , even though it is brought to completion by 
τῆς EMLOTAGEWS SEL ἀαποκαθαιρεσθαι τὴν EVEPYELAV , KOITOL αποτελούυμενην δι᾽ 
deliberation . Surely then , in these cases also , all Dialectical activity should be eliminated ; 
ETLOTAOEOV , ON] κατα EV TOVTOLG ταῦτα καὶ πασης της διαλεκτικῆς ἐνεργειας δει αποκαθαιρεσθαι 
For It is Itself , The Preparation for the effort towards The One , but It is not the effort ; or better yet , 
YAP EOTLV αὑτὴ TAPAGKELN TNS AVATAGEWS ElG EKELVO, αλλ’ οὐκ ανατασις : δὲ μαλλον 
not only must It be eliminated , but the effort as well . Thus, in the end , by having collected Itself , 


οὐχ μονον αὐτῇ , ἀλλα ἡ ανατασις και. dE τελος συναγειρομδνήν 

The Soul may Lawfully Abide with The One ; by having become Solely In-Itself , It will choose only , 
τὴν ψυχὴν θεμῖτον συνειναι <TH EVI> : γενομενῆ μονον δεν αὐτῃ αἰἱϊρήησεται μονον 
The Simply One . 


TO ONAWGS EV. 
For This also seems to be the point of the last question that Parmenides makes 


γὰρ τοῦτο και SOKEL TPAYHATELAV τὴν TEAELTALAV ἐρώτησιν O Παρμενιδης ποιησασθαι 
when he concludes this lengthy line of reasoning referring to It . From which source it is reasonable that 


συναγῶν ταῦτην τὴν πολλὴν TOV AOY@V EPL ADLTOD. οθεν ELKOTOG 
by following along with him , Aristoteles also moves on to The Inexpressible Itself ; for by means of a 


OLVETOHMEVOG  ALTM O APLOTOTEAES καὶ ἀπεφησεί(εφιημι) προς TO APPNTOV ALTO : YAP τῷ 
negation he also removes all the negations . Therefore , It is with Silence , that he brings to completion 


ATOPAGKEGOAL AVTOG καὶ AMELAEV «πασας;» τας ἀποφασεις. SE GLYN συνεπερανατοί(περαινω) 
the contemplation concerning The One Itself . 


τὴν Vewpiav περι αὐτου. 
The End of The First Hypothesis 


Τελος τῆς πρώτης VTOVEGEWS 
28 June 2011 
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